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Lee Thomas has been delivering a basic 4-point management plan when

addressing the public. These four points are:

Make sure our priorities are those that can have important

environmental results. Implement programs so that we

focus our resources to achieve important environmental
results. Agency management must take steps to ensure that
measuring those results becomes central to accountability.
Over the next few years, adjust internal accountability
system to complement and sometimes replace administrative

measures with indicators of environmental progress.

(In his address to our employees, Mr., Thomas aJxered~thﬁsqtopié to

good implementation of basié prégrams. Our‘SUmmary includes all already

¢ited above, and what follows:

Improve Agency planning process. Identify and quantify
objectives. Move éway from the in-box. Move forward to
make environmental progress.’ Ehphasize Superfund”and‘Hazardous

Waste, but don't divert attention from Water and Air.)

Basic management reshohsibility should be at point closest

to the problem, but still capable of maintaining account-

ability. Continue statutory thrust to decentralizé programs



and delegate added responsibility to Regions and States.

Define roles at various levels. Establish good, formal
agreements in grant programs.

Increase flexibility for States and localities to implement
Federal standards. Make sure we strengthen our technical
support and oversight. Change policies and practices that

impede this movement.

Make sure we have a strong scientific and technical

capability to support decision-making. Collect information
from a multimedia perspective for planning pollution control.
Improve our monitoring, reduce risk, not merely transfer it.
Measurable risk management integrated across environmental
media. Knowledgeable participation of States and localities.
Improve monitoring capabilities to ensure measurement of
environmental results., Ensure good technical capabilities

of staff.

Openness to assure that the public knows what we're doing
and that we know their concerns. Increase the emphasis given

to community involvement and public education. All Tine



programs develop community relations and public outreach

strategies. Establish forums that consistently provide
input from the public as we make decisions. Explain agency

actions to the public.

He has expanded his 4-point management plan, with two added points.

These are:

5. Strong enforcement emphasis in each program. Division Director

is an accountable manager in every medium. Assure Federal
agencies comply with environmental laws. Work to achieve

compliance., Timely and appropriate enforcement,

6. Assure that we have a strong, competent staff., Recruit the
best people. Retain and reward staff, Develop staff -
provide career growth and challenges. Develop and implement

human resources management concepts in EPA,




The total of 6-points in the Lee Thomas management agenda serve as

the basis for our senior staff conference. Prior to the conference,
several topics were proposed by employees and managers, which fit

into the Thomas management agenda, additional tbpics suggested are
listed under the headings of "Supervision and Performance" and "General

Management."

A1l 8-points are summarized below:

ENVIRONMENTAL RESULTS

°  State involvement in the process must be fostered from
the top (i.e., RA's office).

--- employee group

°  What long-term environmental improvement are we seeking;
have we systems in place to get us there? How will we
know (indicators)? What is the State role?

--- Springer

°  What are the payoffs from EMRs, etc.? Can we cite them?

--- senior staff meeting

° Alm's question about managing for environmental results -
are we leaving matters at the level of each medium's
existing program contribution to environmental improvement?

--=- Al Alm



°  Does this Region want to be creative and daring in this
area?

--- Springer

°  What are feedback mechanisms to RA/DRA on priorities?

--- Springer



DECENTRALIZE PROGRAMS AND DELEGATE

°  Are our relations with the States working well (e.g.,
I[11inois' complaints)? Can they be improved and how?
(see tab section)

-=-~ Adamkus

° The quality assurance regulation needs to be fully
implemented so that grants are not endangered. ESD's
capacity to implement the Regs. was questioned.

--- employee group

° Compliance with QAPP,

--~ Sanders

° Sanctions/Incentives: performance based grants., The
States need to see both sanctions and incentives to
complete their program obligations. While the draft
policy on performance based grants does include both
sanctions and incentives, the incentives portion in
particular is somewhat inadequate. (see tab section)

--- employee group

°  State workplan quality varies for each program area. We
need to insist that the quality of workplans is the same
(e.g., RCRA and Water).

--- employee group



Major program growth such as is occurring in Superfund
requires quick, easily updatable materials to:

a. get new people up to speed

b. keep people current as changes occur.
Perhaps HQ could prepare basic issue training cassettes
for this purpose.

--- employee group

Support organizations need briefings on major new
requirements, e.g., SCAP.

--- Springer

What is the post-delegation workforce supposed to do?
Does it really require changes in behavior and skill?
How do we do that?

--- Springer

State relations: what are the strengths and weaknesses
of our current systems? What improvements should be
made?

--- Springer

Enforcement: s the partnership with the States real?
Are the agreements adequate?

--- Springer



Are we satisfied with progress on implementation of
Headquarters/Regional relationships (Executive Summary

and PAB analysis under tab).

--- PAB

State Coordinators' role.

--- last retreat



SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITY

°  The EPS classified employees are too often perceived as
"second class" citizens within the organization. They
are, however, technical people and should be treated the
same as technical people in the "scientist" and other
series. (N.B. Cross reference Bollo memo under General
Management Topics, "Results of Performance Standards
Review" -- Region V has abnormally high percentage of
EPSs, compared to other parts of EPA.)

--- employee group

¢ Is the Region Y monitoring effort effective?

National Journal raises several issues, regarding the

data, collection and use {see tab).

~--~ PAB

® Are the TCC, GWCC, and in-place pollutants task force
effective or appropriate means to address these issues
across media lines?

--- Springer

°  What is the future of the GWCC: how well is it operating;
how to get WMD more involved?

--- Sutfin
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Are we and States planning our monitoring programs
effectively? Are the resources there to do the job?

--- Springer

What is Region V perspective on National Monitoring
Strategy workgroup? (Enclosure)

--- Springer

Effective use of PC technology by mid to upper level
management.

--- Sanders
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PUBLIC OUTREACH

®  Has PAO gotten the feedback on its outreach strategy it
needs to work with programs effectively? (see tab.)

--- Springer

° Does the RA have emphasis or special initiatives for the
Region?
--- Adamkus
°  Does Superfund community relations strategy suggest
changes for other media programs? (see tab.)

-=- Thomas



12

ENFORCEMENT EMPHASIS

°  Federal facility compliance questions continue to plague
the Region's management.

--= Levin

¢ Do Division Director's standards reflect an enforcement
approach?

--- Thomas
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HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

°  The need to strengthen the bonds of communication,
cooperation and mutual support among our secretaries
at all levels. Do we need a secretarial management
retreat?

-~= Kpe

° Rotational training program, high potential program
for professional staff,

--~ Sanders

°  More aggressive training of clericals to better utilize

word processing equipment; upgrading clericals (money).

--- Sanders

° Personnel/Recruitment Standards

Attention should be paid to the personnel system in order

to assure that high standards are set and that we get

excellent people. There seems to be too much of a tendency

to accept mediocrity. The performance standards could be

used to grant raises. We need more ways to reward a job

well done.
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In order to prevent mediocrity once people are hired, we
must strive to select the best people at the beginning.
The checklist approach of the SF-171 hurts our recruitment
of top people.

Alan noted at this juncture that while some things could
be done to make the system work better, there are real
constraints which 1imit us. For example, veterans
preference is part of the system.

-~- employee group

Need to develop people with experience across Division
lines for current and future openings. PAB, GW, and
other jobs are appropriate for rotation.

--= Sutfin

Senior staff rotation should be real possibility, so
future career paths open.

-=-- Levin

Supervisors and managers are not using direct hire,
Schedule B and other flexible recruiting techniques
(see tab).

--- Springer
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Human Resources

Before Al Alm Teft the agency, he circulated a memo urging

a strong human resource policy/program. Questions as to

the implementation status of that program were raised.

Alan Levin traced some of the history of the program and
highlighted some examples of what was being done. He noted,
however, that the failure to make employees aware of these
activities was a major problem.

--- employee group & Levin

Human Resources

Prior to the senior staff retreat, Nick Bollo interviewed
several members of the senior staff regarding human
resources management; his summary is behind the tab.

--- Bollo

Upward Mobility

The upward mobility program was praised as a good idea.
However, participants felt that the program could be
better defined for each individual. There was a sense
that specific training on the roles/responsibilities of

the individual would help. Some sort of "measuring stick"
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was also suggested to gquide the employee and help them
assess how well they were doing the requirements of their
job title.

--- employee group

Training

A number of issues related to training were raised. The
issue of timeliness in regard to training was viewed as a
problem. While the training calendar does come out early,
there should be some sort of follow-up system to remind
people about specific training opportunities.

There was also concern voiced as to whether or not training
information was filtering down quickly or at all., Do
notices of training opportunities stop at the Branch or
Section Chief's desk?

--- employee group

Affirmative Action

How well are the affirmative action goals for minorities
in supervisory positions being met? Recruiting for
minorities has been confined to the 6~state Region V area.
We need to tap a wider area and particularly focus on
Black coileges.

--- employee group
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Supervisory Grooming

We should do more than just formally train supervisor.
People with supervisory potential should serve on
rotational assignments in areas 1ike PAB, State project
officers, and State coordinators. The assignment would
provide the necessary agency perspective as well as
acquainting them with specific program, budget, planning
and policy activities.

--- employee group

Awards System

The award system is sometimes viewed as too politicized.
There also is some perception that performance reviews rate
low in order to keep down the number of awards, especially

in time of tight budgets.

Alan Levin noted at this point that the performance
appraisal system would be discussed and assured participants
that the Region had no quota for awards. In regard to
finding more ways to reward good work (see above) noted

that we didn't want to cheapen awards by having too many.

--- employee group & Levin
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A calendar of awards should be developed along with a
month in advance "tickler” system to remind people.
Region V gives less awards than other Regions. We are
getting better and we don't want to cheapen the award
process but more could be done.

--- employee group

Review Panels
Review panels provide reviewers with a good opportunity
to learn more about the hiring policies, how successful
SF-171's are prepared, and what the various job classifica-
tion skills are.
--~- employee group
Awards
Do we have an adequate dollar range in our awards?

--=- anonymous managers
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SUPERVISION AND PERFORMANCE

Q

Supervisors need better training especially in relation

to dealing with the problem employee. They should learn

to recognize problems before they become full blown.
Supervisors need both the knowledge and confidence to

deal with problems before they become major.

Alan Levin noted that many supervisors have had supervision
thrust upon them. He also explained the supervisory
training already begun.

--- employee group & Levin

In considering issues for the retreat, I've some up with
a number of items which can all be related to the performance
management system. Briefly, these items are:
Ratings:
- the curve concept, its implementation and how
management presents it to our employees
- the use of the same curve for supervisory
emp loyees
- training, or workgroups to discuss performance
evaluations and foster a more consistent approach

across the Region
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Performance Standards:

- establishing standards that have greater
consistency across the Region

- periodic additions to standards to recognize
“the latest initiative"

- appropriate standards for office/divisions
which provide support to program implementation,
but are not directly accountable for the actual
outputs they impact,

~--- Constantelos

Proliferation of generic items for incorporation into
managers performance standards. We are deviating from the
original intent, formal agency guidance and, in the process,
restricting usefulness of the standard.

~=-= Sanders

Persannel has completed another analysis of standards,
scores, and awards. That analysis is under the tab.

~-= Bollo
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT TOPICS

Q

Compressed Work Week Schedules

It appears that senior management does not support the
idea of the compressed work week. However, based on an
informal survey in one Division, it appears that middle
management sees an improvement in the use of sick/annual
leave because of the compressed work schedule.

The staff conceded that compressed work week might cause
some problems for supervisors but that the benefits for
staff were significant.

The 6:30 a.m. starting time was criticized. One attendee
felt that the tme between 6:30 and 7:00 was non-productive
time and suggested that a 7:00 start time should be the
earitest, it was also suggested that the earliest end time
should be after 3:30 p.m., due to the tendency of work to
stack up in the late afternoon. Staggering departure
times would also be a way of assuring that adequate coverage
for the office was available.

--- employee group

Compressed work week/flextime: should the "standard" work
day be compressed to eliminate very early start times and

very late completion times?

--- Sanders
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Prior to the conference, Personnel completed an analysis
of alternate work schedules. Their analysis is under the
tab.

--- Bollo

Timeliness

Citing the invitation to this meeting as an example, the
issue of timeliness was raised. Often by the time letters,
requests, etc., get to the person responsible for answering
the turn around time is extremely short. Designation of
someone with each office to expedite and track these things
might help get requests to the proper people and responses
back in a timely fashion.

--- employee group

SPMS

This problem may be unique to the Air Program. The Air
program needs specific input from Regional Counsel as

part of its SPMS reporting process. The crunch comes at
the end of the quarter when Regional Counsel has their
hands full with their own SPMS reporting. Could some SPMS
reporting be done on a month-to-month basis to avoid the
crunch at the end of the quarter? Is this a problem
between other Divisions and Regional Counsel?

--- amployee group
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“Turf Issues”

There appears to be a 1ot of competition between the
program offices with resultant insularity and turf battles.
[t would be more productive to articulate the agency goals
and make these known to all employees. By fostering an
integrative approach (i.e., how each piece fits into the
articulated "whole” or mission) some of the worst excess

of turf battles might be overcome.

--- employee group

Data Processing
What are the implications of the number of PC's coming into
the Region., How will this affect work station design,

time budgeting, etc.?

--- employee group

Grade Inequity

The growing inequity between staff attorney grade levels
and those of program professional staff doing equal level
work.

--= Kee
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“  Lapse
Who controls lapse? Some Divisions are hiring as if
they do, not the RA.

--- Springer

° A review of some of our management successes, e.g.,
managing lapse and awards.

~-=-= Kee

°  Perceived need for more personnel in Personnel Branch.

. === Sanders

°  How can Personnel Branch and Divisions work together more
constructively?

--~- Sutfin

FOLLOW UP
°  These types of sessions are useful and should be held more
often and at the Division/Branch level.
We agreed to report back to the participants on the outcome
of the retreat. We agreed to hold a second session with

the group after the retreat.
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The group suggested that a memo on the retreat be sent to
all employees afterwards. This memo should detail the
issues discussed and their resolutions.

RA/DRA need to get around to the various work areas more

just to be seen.

--- employee group
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eorge Bernard Shaw ance observed that there were

two kinds of work in the world. The first consisted
of moving objects from place to place on the surface of
the earth and the second consisted of telling other
people to do so. While environmental protection consists
largely of the first type—moving stuff from a place
where it may do harm to a place where it won't-EPA’s
role is to define when, where, and how the move should
take place.

Doing this sort of work right requires an enormous
amount of careful thought. “Careful” because the laws of
nature, which rule that work. are unforgiving, and not
subject to amendment on Capitol Hill. Doing it right also
requires a minimum amount of stability. continuity, and
consistency. It can't be done in a firehouse atmosphere.
If it is done “carefully” and “right”, the benefits for us
and our children can be immense.

For that reason, we must dedicate the next four years
to obtaining measureable environmental results. We
must improve the management of our programs and
increase our understanding of what the Federal
environmental protection enterprise can really
accomplish.

Beyond that, we must begin to pursue a neglected
facet of EPA's original charter. That is the integration of
all environmental programs into a managed svstem,
capable of focusing Federal authority on the reduction ol
environmental impacts wherever they are found, in the
most effective and efficient way.

This is a pragmatic approach to a set of issues that
have often been dominated by symbolic and political
concerns, but I think its time has come. EPA has been
given—perhaps not in the most thoughtful way
possible—an almost frightening armory of powers. It can
affect almost every aspect of American life—what we eat
and drink and how much we pay for it. what we drive.
what kind of gas we use, the kinds of jobs we can work
at—from the laundry room to the board room. EPA is
there.

This power makes it vital that we stav smart about
where and how we insert it into our societv. Americans
have said over and over again that they want
environmental protection. and that they are willing to
sacrifice other goods to get it. What they haven't said.
and won't say. is that they are willing to make sacrifices
for nothing. or. at any rate for not much.

That is why [ stress results. EPA is under obligation tc
show what we have accomplished in terms ot concrete
environmental values. Not how much monev we <+ nt,
or how many people we emploved or how mut oer
we moved. People want to know. is the air clean .’ [s



the water cleaner? Have risks been reduced? Have the
most risks been reduced for our cost and theirs?

We must make sure that our efforts over the next four
vears are concentrated on the reduction of important
environmental risks, at places and in situations where
the Federal power is essential. It is not efficiency alone
that demands this discipline.

Nothing erodes the public’s tolerance of a regulatory
agency more than the imposition of burdens that appear
to have only petty results in terms of some substantive
public benefit. At the same time, nothing erodes the
public’s faith in a regulatory agency more than the
appearance that it is not, for whatever reason. acting
aggressively in the public interest.

+ My perception is that we have at this point achieved a
reasonable balance between these two poles. [ don’t
want to see the pendulum start swinging again, because
if it does, the Agency will once again be distracted from
its important goals by controversy and political friction.

We have to be particularly careful at present because
we are moving to control areas that will have a more
direct effect than ever before on the daily lives of our
people. For example, we have implemented inspection

:and maintenance programs that Congress mandated for
automobiles in about thirty metropolitan areas that do
not meet air pollution standards. We are in the process
of removing most of the lead from gasoline. which will
affect millions of people across the country. And we are
looking at controiling the vapor released when vou fill
your gas tank, which may add to the inconvenience of
filling up the family car.

As we continue to focus on improving the
performance of our sewage plants. people may see their
sewage bills going up. In extreme cases, as happened
recently in one major city. new connections may have to
stop until the necessary improvements are made. The
imposition of expanded federal drinking water standards
requiring increases in monitoring costs for local
governments may result 1n water bill increases in many
communities.

Perhaps the most widespread of these more personal
impacts will occur in the thousands of communities
affected by our programs to control hazardous waste. We
must decide how much to clean up Superfund sites and
where to treat, store and dispose of the more than 250
million tons of hazardous waste we produce each vear.
These decisions are site-specific. They may change from
site to site. depending on unique site characteristics of
each. In every instance. however, there is a concerned
community that will be affected by what happens.

With that potential to affect people, the obligation to
focus our resources to achieve important environmental



results should be obvious. But it isn't that simple.

In the first place, we always—always—underestimate
the complexity of the environmental problem we want to
control and the difficulty of operating the control
program. In other words, what comes out of a committee
room in Washington as a mandate often has little
connection with what comes out of some pipe in Ohio.l
consider this to be one of the greatest lessons that can be
derived from fifteen years of Federal environmental
protection efforts.

In the second place, EPA is not so much a coherent
national program to manage poilution as it is a reflection
of the success that many independent interests have had
in getting their positions established in the law. There
are air interests, drinking water interests, fish interests,
and interests devoted to particular diseases.

There is the regulated community, of course, with
another host of interests. And the pollution control
industry, a new big business, has interests of its own.
Carried to the extreme, the success of these interests
could burden EPA with a set of mandates so vast that no
resource base within the realm of economic reason could
possibly carry all of them out.

We must choose to do the things that seem to us to be
important, and do them well. We must tell people why
we think they are important and why we didn’t do other
things we think are less important.

This is a sure recipe for getting flak, since the interests
that your priorities have served take it for granted, and
the interests you have not served pillory you for neglect.
But the alternative is to pretend to do all the things we
are on the hook for doing, and set up programs that
create a lot of sound and fury without really
accomplishing much. Nobody at EPA wants to do that.

What, then, are some of the important problems?
Where do we think our efforts must be concentrated over
the next four years to achieve the maximum
environmental improvement? Such efforts must involve
taking fresh looks at the problems of the older programs
that form the backbone of EPA. They also include
ensuring that some of the newer ones are making
progress in real environmental terms.

Sewage treatment is important. We have spent nearly
$40 billion on this program. The good news is that a
steadily increasing percentage of Americans are being
served bv adequate treatment; 57 million people have
been added to the system since 1972.

However, 13% of the 3600 largest systems do not
comply with their permits. Others are overloaded or
subject to frequent breakdowns. Many communities have
chosen not to, or are not able to. operate and maintain
their plants properly.



In addition, in order to meet the legal requirement for
universal secondary treatment there remains billions of
dollars worth of new construction needs. But half of this
“unmet need” exists on streams that meet water quality
standards already. Is this a good investment? If so, who
should make it?

Our efforts in this area will be focused on stiffening
our enforcement against municipal facilities, and
providing technical advice to the states on operation and
maintenance problems. Additionally, we must do this
while exploring ways for converting the federal
construction grants program to something states and
localities can manage on their own. It was never
intended to be a permanent federal program.

Controlling ozone and the other major air pollutants is
another important area. While I appreciate the concern
about more exatic toxic air pollutants, we should not
forget that controiling the criteria pollutants remains the
best way of preventing public health and property
damage from the effects of air pollution.

There are still 54 urban areas that clearly do not meet
ozone standards and 72 areas that do not meet carbon
monoxide standards. We have until 1987 to bring all of
them into compliance. Also, we are starting to see that
our basic strategy for dealing with these pollutants, a
strategy that assumes that the major environmental
effects are in the airshed where they are released, may
be mistaken in some important cases. We may have to
start taking a regional view when establishing pollutant
limitations.

It is now also becoming apparent that atmospheric
chemistry is far more complicated than we imagined
only a few years ago. Many pollutants interact; changing
the level of one may decrease or increase the level of
another. Part of the difficulty we have faced in deciding
on the best way to deal with the acid rain issue is only
the most familiar of these problems. There are others.

We intend to take this new understanding into
account as we work with the states over the next four
years. Naturally, we hope that they are also taken into
account as Congress considers reauthorization of the
Clean Air Act.

Non-point source water pollution — another important
area. If we don’t do something about this kind of water
pollution, which comes from drainage off farms and
urban areas, then on many water bodies we will never
reach the ambitious goals of the Clean Water Act. It
won't matter how hard we clamp down on point sources
such as industrial outflows. the water will stay dirty.

Dealing successfully with this kind of water pollution
is a much more difficult matter than establishing
required control technologies for industrial plants.



Successful attacks must vary with locality and often
involve changes in land use or agricuitural practices.

What we do about non-point pollution will have an
enormous impact on the nation’s wetlands—and
wetlands are important. They are the most productive
areas for a host of environmental values. In the past two
centuries we have converted about half of America’s
original body of wetlands in the lower 48 states to other
uses.

While we have been successful in protecting some
particularly critical wetlands. it remains a fact that
Federal, state and local programs do not deal with
wetlands consistently. Some may encourage conversion
while others try to halt it. At EPA. decisions affecting
wetlands are typically made case-bv-case. without an
adequate strategic context. and they consume inordinate
amounts of time and effort.

I have the sense that we are observing an enormously
important part of our heritage being nibbled away
without us taking the time to state how we would like it
to be, now and into the indefinite future. We need a
strategy that incorporates an analytic basis for making
decisions about wetlands so that EPA’s activities in this
area will make long-term sense.

Finally, we have the problem whose apparent
importance has eclipsed that of all others in'recent
years—what to do about toxic substances and all that
hazardous waste.

I think we recognize that nothing is more critical than
continuing and completing our review of all existing
chemical and pesticide products. We must ensure that
our most stringent health-based standards are comptied
with. At the same time we cannot neglect the thorough
review of new products proposed for the market.

As far as hazardous waste is concerned. [ am
beginning to sense a change in attitude on the Superiund
side of this issue reflected in the kinds of questions we
have been getting from Congress. [ believe this is the
result of our increased understanding of the dimensions
and complexity of the problem.

In its recent report, the Office of Technology
Assessment came to an important realization, one that
we in EPA had reached through first-hand experience. It
is that our clean-up program is operating on the cutting
edge of pollution control technology. Each site presents
a complex and unique problem, whase solution strains
current analytic tools.

Although we do not want to slow the momentum of
the Superfund program, we must realize that we run the
risk of serious errors if we try to force technical
solutions at sites where they are really not appropriate.
OTA recognized that it makes little economic or



environmental sense to undertake costly long-term
clean-up projects until we are sure that we have the
technology to do it right.

Of course, we must continue to locate immediate
environmental and public heaith threats and deal with
them effectively, which is what we have been
concentrating on. Qur proposed extension of Superfund
will enable us to continue with these important actions.

If Congress keeps this in mind, [ think we will get a
better reauthorization than we could have expected a
year ago. And four years hence we will have a good
chance of saying that this seemingly intractable problem
is under adequate social control.

On the RCRA side, we have created a program that is
going to rattle through the entire economy of this
country like a golf ball down a drain pipe. We generate
over 250 million tons of hazardous wastes every year.
During the next four years [ would like to see us settle
the debate about whether, where and when we should
bury it, burn it, detoxify it, shoot it down a well, or stop
it from being produced at all. I would like to see us
make these decisions, and those connected with
Superfund remedial action, on the basis of solid analysis
of the risks and costs involved in all the options.

Additionally, I believe we need to pay a lot more
attention to community relations in those places most
affected by hazardous wastes, in the belief that local
people can help us make intelligent risk management
decisions when we share the available information with
them. For that matter, citizens can contribute to making
better decisions in all environmental areas. I intend to
stress community involvement in each of our line
programs.

[ have been talking about concentrating on the
important problems, but just as important is the manner
in which we exercise this concentration. It is by now
well known that pollution can move among the
environmental media—{rom air to water, from surface
water to groundwater, from water to soil, and so on.

But EPA is composed of individual programs, each
carrying out a particular statutory mandate. These are
typically focused on individual media. It is
understandable that someone under the gun for
instituting water cleanup may not have paid the closest
attention to the effect on the air resulting from that
cleanup. But someone should have. From now on,
someone will.

Let me give you a few examples. [ mentioned
non-point source pollution as a priority. One way of
preventing pollution of surface water from agricuitural
run-off is to institute certain management practices
designed to keep water on the land for a longer time, so



that it will soak into the soil. But when it soaks into the
soil it carries with it the whole chemical
brew—pesticides, fertilizers, herbicides—that we use to
keep our farms productive. We now have a
pesticide-in-groundwater problem of unknown
proportions. Obviously, anything we do to correct
non-point-source pollution will have to take this transfer
into account.

[ also mentioned the importance of controlling criteria
pollutants. Look at the foundry industry. This is a
classic “smokestack” industry where we have done a
good job in controlling these pollutants. Now the
foundry industry has a serious water pollution problem.
over eighty percent of which, in some foundries, comes
from the wet scrubbers we mandated to control the air
pollution.

Finally, [ mentioned the importance of improving
sewage plant performance. [ will add that the settling
ponds and lagoons used in many of these plants are, in a
number of industrial areas, a significant source of toxic
air pollutants. The toxics come from industrial plants
that discharge into the sewer system.

We will be able to control much of this problem
through pre-treatment-—the removal of the toxic material
at the source. But if you have followed my argument you
can see that this is vet another inter-media
transfer—from water into hazardous “solid” waste,
which will have to be disposed of in some way.

This circle game has to stop. [t is expensive. At best it
is misleading—we think we are solving a problem and
we aren’t. At worst, it is perverse—it may increase rather
than reduce pollution risks. It seems to me that the
solution to this problem is the consistent application
across all Agency programs of what we have been calling
risk management.

Reducing risk—to human health and environmental
values—is after all the reason we remove pollutants from
the environment. It is the currency of our business. By
closely watching the movement of pollutants that results
from regulatory options and calculating the attendant
risks for each we can assure the public that our actions
are indeed connected with a measureable. permanent
good.

Of course, once you start working with a risk
currency, EPA becomes something more than the sum of
its programs. We can start looking at the risk-reduction
potential of the various programs and directing resources
where this potential appears to be greatest. We intend to
begin doing this as a normal part of our budgetary
process in the coming years.

The approach has, of course, some obvious problems.
It is relatively easy to compare the risk of a single public
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health effect delivered via two different media. We can
agree that a one in a million chance of getting cancer
from drinking water is pretty much equal to the same
chance of getting it through breathing something in the
air. But what about comparing the chance of human
disease with the chance of harming the marine
environment?

I'll give you a concrete example. Let us say that if you
incinerate particularly toxic wastes on land there is
always some residual risk to the surrounding human
population. If you incinerate at sea, that risk virtually
disappears. But there is a quite small though still
calculable possibility that something could happen to
the incineration ship, with unpredictable effects on
marine organisms. Do you allow the ship to sail?

I can’t see how you could solve dilemmas such as this
without a lot of information on risks, costs and
probabilities, and without the ability to respond flexibly,
depending on what that information yielded. Most
important, you need that kind of information to
communicate to the public how the decision was made,
what your values are, and how you balanced all the
factors involved.

In summary, then, | see a four-point environmental
management plan emerging over the next four years.
First we will make sure that our priorities are those that
can have important environmental results. We will take
steps to ensure that measuring those results becomes a
central part of Agency management. Over the next few
years [ want to complement and in some cases replace
the largely administrative measures in our internal
accountability system with indicators of environmental
progress for each program.

Second, we will continue the strong movement
envisioned in our environmental statutes to decentralize
our programs and delegate additional responsibility to
Regions and States. Environmental protection is too large
a dog to be wagged by a tail clutched in Washington. We
intend to do everything we can to increase the flexibility
with which states and localities may implement Federal
standards. We will also strengthen our technical support
and oversight role. We must continue to change policies
and long-standing practices that impede this movement.

In this regard, we will continue our efforts to collect
information on risk in particular areas subject to unusual
environmental stress. Such information gives us the
ability to work with states and localities to tailor
environmental solutions to the varying needs of differeni
geographical areas. We have launched a number of
projects aimed at giving states and localities the kind of
information they need to make intelligent risk
management decisions.



Third, we will increase the emphasis we give to
community invelvement and public education. At
present, we require a detailed community relations plan
for all Superfund sites. We have recommended that this
be embodied in law. I have also asked that all the line
programs develop community relations and public
outreach strategies. If what we are doing makes sense,
we ought to be able to communicate that to the grass
roots better than we have in the past. We must also
establish forums that consistently provide input to us
from the public as we make decisions which affect
peoples’ lives.

Finally, we must plan control solutions with a
multimedia perspective. We have to reduce risk and not
merely transfer it. Building an integrated management
structure at EPA will not be easy. But we have some of
the elements in place, and we have the will to do it. We
must focus our resources on the most important
problems, and fix them so that they stay fixed.

And we can’t do that without some kind of
measurable risk management integrated across
environmental media. We can’t do that without the
knowledgeable participation of states and localities.
Most of all, we can't do that without strong public
support.

Thank you.
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Management Memo

JANET 5. MASON
US/EPA REGION 5
220 SQUTH DEARBORM STREET

CHICAGY IL E0Sing

In his first major environmental policv statement,
Administrator Lee Thomas outlined a four-point
environmental management plan to guide EPA operations
over the next four vears.

Speaking before ‘'the National Press Club in
Washington, D.C., Thomas presented his management plan
in the course of a program-by-program review of the
Agency's operations.

The first item on his agenda as EPA Administrator,
Thomas said, is to encourage Agency management to
concentrate its efforts on projects that promise
"important environmental results."

"We will take steps to ensure that measuring those
results becomes a central part of Agency management,”
Thomas said. He added that "over the next few years,
I want to complement and in some cases replace the
largely administrative measures in our internal
accountability system with indicators of environmental
progress for each program.”

Saying that environmental protection is "too large
a dog to be wagged by a tail clutched in Washington,"
Thomas gave as his second management objective a step-up
in efforts to delegate additional responsibility to
Regions and states. He said EPA would encourage states
and localities to employ greater flexibility in
implementing federal environmental standards. This
would be accompanied by stronger technical support
and oversight on the part of EPA.

"We must continue to change policies and long-
standing practices that impede this {delegation]
movement," Thomas said. He noted that £PA has launched
a number of projects aimed at giving states and
localities "the kind of information they need to make
intelligent risk management decisions."

As the third element in his environmental management
plan, Thomas said EPA "will increase the emphasis we
give to communitvy involvement and public education.”

Ha called on all the Agency's line programs :to
develop community relations and public cutreach
strategies similar to those used by the Superfund
program.

"If what we are doing makes sense, we ought to be
able to communicate that to the grass roots better
than w2 have in the past," he said. Az a companion
action, Thomas said the Agency also would establish
forums to encouraqge the public to have 3 voice i1 the
Agencv's decision-making process-

Thz final item on his agende for EZPA, Thomas said,
i3 =2 expani eiforts teo 92211d an inteqgrated management
gtmz.mudrae in ths Agancsv.  He called for EFPA to nlan
geviranment3l scticng frcm o oa "multimadie perspecctive,”
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LEE THOMAS - MANAGEMENT APPROACHES

SELECTED OUTLINE OF SPEECH BEFORE REGION V EMPLOYEES

APRIL 1985

GOOD IMPLEMENTATION OF BASIC PROGRAMS

Review all statutory authorities

Improve Agency planning process

Identify and quantify objectives

Move away from in-box

Move forward to make environmental progress

Emphasize Superfund and Hazardous Waste, but don't divert attention
from Water & Air

® Look at cross-media problems to avoid movement of pollution to least
requlatory resistance

0O 0 0o 0 0 O

CONTINUATION OF BASIC RESPONSIBLITIES OF STATUTES

Full accountability for laws

Decentralize responsibilities from HQ to Regions to States
Define roles at various levels

Establish good formal agreements in grant programs

Take timely and appropriate enforcement actions

© 0 0 0 o

IIT. BUILD STRONG TECHNICAL AND SCIENTIFIC CAPABILITIES

Improve data collection and evidence techniques

® Improve monitoring capabilities to ensure measurement of environmental
results

® Ensure good technical capabilities of staff

IV. ENFORCEMENT EMPHASIS-PROMOTE A STRONG ENFORCEMENT COMPONENT

V.

Division Director seen as accountable manager

° Enforcement is fully integrated in program and put in context of
program goal

° Ensure compliance

OPENNESS IN OPERATING PRINCIPLES

Operate in fishbowl, but beyond
Expand outreach, public education and community relations programs
® Explain Agency actions to public

VI. EMPLOYEE PROGRAMS

Create opportunities for mobility and promotion

° Develop strategy to recruit, develop, retain, attract, reward and
redirect employees

°  Emphasis on training and personnel programs
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REPELY 1O P ATTENTION OF

Richard J. Carison, Director

[11inois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road

Springfield, I1linois 62706

Dear Mr. Carlson:

During the coming months, the Agency will be preparing the 1985 Environ-
mental Management Report (EMR). To ensure that the most significant
environmental problems continue to be addressed, the Administrator has
requested that each Regional Administrator develop an EMR which documents
important environmental changes and plans that might indicate a shift in
program priorities from those established in the Agency's Operating Guidance.
Region V's EMR, which is due to the Administrator on September 3, 1985, will
assist in preparing the Agency's Priarity List and Operating Guidance for
Fiscal Years (FY) 1987 and 1988.

. The EMR we submit in September will be a senior management report, approxi-
mately 35 pages long, and will be organized into 3 major parts, as follows:
° Part I, The Regional Administrator's Overview, an executive summary
introducing the Region's significant environmental problems and
discussing issues and concerns which underiie the Region's ranking
of those problems;

Part II, Regional Environmental Problems, a discussion focused on
Region's 10 most significant environmental problems, ranked across
media, including the Regional agenda, requested Headquarters actions
to address the problem, and expected environmental results;

°® Part 111, Recommendations for the Agency's Priority List FY 1987-1988,
a presentation of the Region's recommendations about any changes,
deletions, and additions to the environmental and management priorities
suggested in the priority list.

Because I helieve that a strong Federal/State partnership is essential to
solve the environmental problems facing us and to ensure this partnership
extends to our priority setting process, I would like you to provide me with
a brief assessment of the major environmental problems facing your State
now, and any emerging problems you will face in the future. [ am partic-
ularly interested in your reaction to the enclosed preliminary list of
major environmental problems which we have developed.



From your perspective, are there other major environmental problems that
should be included in our EMR? Also, a ranking of these environsental
problems would be helpful, as it will assist us in our final ranking of
10 major environmental problems which will become the basis of our EMR.

The enclosed outline will give you an idea of the specific topics to be
addressed in the EMR; please feel free to direct your comments towanrd
topics in the outline. I have also enclosed a copy of the Agency's

FY 1986-87 Priority List. Any changes, deletions, or additions you can
recommend for FY 1987-1988 would be helpful.

In order to factor your responses into our report, I will need to have
them by June 3, so they can be reviewed and incorporated, as appropriate,
into our EMR submittal. You will receive a copy of Region V's draft EMR
in August far your final review and comment. Because of the number and
possible diversity of submittals, I cannot assure that each of your com-
ments will be fully reflected in the final EMR, but I will respond to
any significant concerns you raise. Your comments will also assist us
in our own internal Regional planning process. [ will use the EMR in
setting Regional priorities, planning the use of our grant funds, pro-
viding a focus for our accountability systems, and to advise Agency
management on emerging Regional environmental problems. Additionally,

I would appreciate any other comments you can provide which will assist
us in making the EMR a valuable management report. 1If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely,

Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator

Enclosures (3)



REGION V PRELIMINARY LIST OF MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT AND RESPONSE

CONTAMINATION OF GROUNDWATER

DISCHARGE OF TOXIC MATERIALS TO WATER

IN SITU POLLUTANTS

° PCBs

VIOLATION OF PRIMARY AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

° Qzone
° Particulates
® Sulfur Dioxide

SYNTHETIC ORGANIC CHEMICAL CONTAMINATION OF DRINKING WATER

TOXIC SUBSTANCES - EXISTING CHEMICALS

° pesticides Misuse
° Asbestos

AIR TOXICS

GREAT LAKES AREAS OF CONCERN

NON-POINT SOURCE DISCHARGES TO WATER

PROTECTION OF WATER QUALITY IN INLAND LAKES

® Eutrophication
° Loss of Wetlands

COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW

EMERGING PROBLEMS:

[NDOOR AIR POLLUTION

VEHTCULAR AND INDUSTRIAL EMITTED LEAD IN SOIL



10.

AGENCY PRIORITY LIST FOR FY 1986-87

Stabilize imminent threats at uncontrolled hazardous waste sites
through Superfund removal and enforcement actions.

Use all available authorities to complete long term hazardous waste
site clean-up including: Superfund Remedial program, Superfund

Enforcement program, RCRA Corrective Action permits and RCRA
Corrective Action enforcement. Pursue cost recovery where Fund
expenditures are involved.

Take enforcement actions to reduce the number of RCRA Class I
violations by major hazardous waste handlers and enforce compliance
with issued permits, paying special attention to ground-water
monitoring, closure, pcst-closure and financial responsibility
requirements.

Issue Part B RCRA permits, giving highest priority to those
facilities where there are the greatest potential environmental
risks or those which provide alternatives to land disposal.

Pursue the acid deposition research and analysis program.
Consider issues of damage to lakes and forests, long range
transport, and control technology. Work closely with the States
on standby regulatory mechanisms.

Promulgate RCRA regulations and take other actions to strengthen
the existing RCRA program and carry out RCRA reauthorization
requirements. In particular, address alternatives to land
disposal for hazardous wastes, including disposal in the marine
environment., Promulgate regulations for underground storage
tanks, air emissions from treatment, storage, and disposal
facilities, and ocean disposal.

Reduce significant risks from existing chemicals. 1Initiate and
promulgate regulatory actions under the TSCA existing chemicals
program. Accelerate re-registration of pesticide products and
conduct special reviews where cancellation or suspension may be
necessary to mitigate unwarranted health and environmental risks.

Address hazards from asbestos by strengthening the asbestos in
schools and public buildings programs. Promulgate and enforce
other regulations to address commercial manufacture, use of
asbestos products, and exposures to asbestos in public buildings
or ambient air (under Clean Air Act) as necessary.

Achieve and maintain compliance with air quality standards in
nonattainment areas, especially for ozone. This should include
increasing continuous compliance by regulated facilities,
ensuring compliance by new and in-use vehicles, and monitoring
implementation of revised SIP schedules.

Implement the National Municipal Policy to ensure the construction
and effective operation of municipal facilities and take enforcement
actions to improve compliance with industrial and municipal

NPDES permit requirements.
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ll. Complete reissuance of NPDES major and environmentally _
significant minor facility permits. Apply the new treatment
requirements contained in the revised effluent guidelines
and, where necessary, water quality based limits derived
from water quality standards and use of effluent toxicity
monitoring.

12, 1Implement the ground water protection strategy by supporting
the development of State programs and addressing uncontrolled
sources of contamination; give priority to ground-water
contamination resulting from hazardous wastes and pesticides.

13. Address drinking water contaminants by promulgating
the drinking water standards and expanding the program of
issuing health advisories for unregulated contaminants in
support of Superfund cleanup activities, State agencies'
responses to contamination incidents, and other purposes.

14, Protect wetlands through vigorous attention to reviews
of dredged and fill applications under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act and enforcement actions against unpermitted
activities.
+ 2

15. Implement a comprehensive national strategy for the control
of hazardous air pollutants. Continue development and
enforcement of NESHAPs. Emphasize implementation of SIP and
other program measures that also reduce hazardous air compound ™
Support State and local agency efforts to assess and regulate
specific hazardous air pollutants. ,

lé. Control indirect discharges by implementing the pretreatment
program, giving priority to: approving State pretreatment
programs; assessing the adequacy of approved pretreatment
programs; and enforcing categorical standards.

17. Work with States to incorporate water quality and sediment
criteria for toxics into State water quality standards;
issue additional water quality and sediment criteria for
toxics; revise waste load allocations for water quality-limited
segments to include toxic limits.

18. Implement an underground injection control program focusing
permit issuance and enforcement efforts on those existing
facilities that present the greatest threat to underground
sources of drinking water and on those new facilities
which must be permitted to prevent an unnecessary adverse
impact on o0il and gas production. Implement the ban on
underground injection of hazardous waste into or above an
aquifer used for drinking water.

19, Complete the review and revision of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards as necessary. Provide support to State -
and local agencies, including technical and procedural guidanc
for the development of State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions
necessitated by revised standards. Specifically, support
the development of PMjg SIPs.




20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27,

Work with States to incorporate nonpoint source control

measures in their water quality programs, where nonpoint
source polluticn is a major problem in surface or ground
waters.

Work with States to develop and achieve high quality
programs under interim and final RCRA authorizations.

Make every effort to assist States in meeting criteria for
a quality RCRA program.

Implement a coordinated approach to solve multimedia
pollution concerns in discrete geographic areas. Identify
candidate areas and develop mutually agreed upon local,
State, and Federal plans to reduce risk to human health
and the environment.

Ensure the Federal Government shows leadership in
environmental control practices through Federal facility
compliance with air, water, toxics, and hazardous waste
requirements.

’Aéhieve compliahce with PCB rules and regulations focusing
inspection and enforcement actions on the greatest potential
sources of harmful PCB exposure.

Promulgate regulations to implement a program for management,
reuse and, where necessary, disposal of municipal sewage

sludges.

Complete the regulatory program for control of exposure to
radiocactive wastes. Publish standards or guidance for
disposal of high-level and low-level radioactive wastes,
and for addressing residual radioactivity at decommissioned
nuclear facilities. Develop criteria for review of permit
applications for ocean disposal of radicactive wastes.

Implement the dioxin strategy.



ATTACHMENT A

FY 86 RA/DRA PRIORITIES

For FY 86, as for FY 84 and this year, our priorities supplement the Agency's
priorities found in the national guidance, and fall into four main categories:
program management, State relations, employee development and special environ-
mental initiatives. We are proud of the progress already made toward our

FY 84/85 priorities.

In program management, the Region has flagged areas for improving inter-
divisional coordination in FY 85, and is moving forward to better communication
across program and organization lines. We are taking steps to control toxics
across media, e.g., S.E. Chicago and the Great Lakes. We have a new Toxics
Coordinating Committee and an up-and-running Groundwater Coordinating Com-
mittee to take us further. OQOur programs have been aggressive in enforcemnt

and received national recognition, accordingly.

In State:relations for FY 84 and 85, we continued to increase opportunities
for more effective input by our midwestern States in Agency management
systems. In particular, we brought our States into the very early stages of
guidance and Agency priorities development. Also, we clearly set forth
enforcement expectations -- for both the Region and the States -- in State/
EPA Enforcement Agreements.

In the area of employee development, we have a fully participative training
program that is providing more training opportunities than ever to our employees.
We met our affimative action goals in FY 84 and set more challenging ones for

Fy 85,

Each Region V media manager must take the national priorities, our priorities
and their own assessment of environmental needs into account when planning
media objectives, organizational objectives, and State guidances for FY 1986.

Alan and I continue to see Region V as a pacesetter in many areas critical to
Agency operations. We are asking you to maintain that momentum in FY 86.

Qur most serious environmental challenges are increasing in complexity;

they are often unprecedented and involve real uncertainty. These environ-
mental problems need cross-media control and Federal/State cooperation to

be solved effectively., In the future, our sense of accomplishment will rest
not only on successfully meeting these environmental challenges, but having
met them as a team -- with one another, with our State partners, and the
involved Region V citizenry.

Qur priorities for FY 86 follow:



PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

An overall, guiding principle for FY 86 is to continue to improve our
MULTI-MEDIA APPROACH to solving environmental problems. In particular,
we want to emphasize a multi-media approach for:

* Solving “areas-of-concern” identified within the Great Lakes'
basin, where other organizations in the Region need to
contribute to remedial plans.

* Superfund clean-up, so that water and air resources are
protected as we change land disposal practices. (Alsg, we
need to ensure that cost recovery is thoroughly and correctly
documented.)

* Groundwater, so that diverse programmatic efforts to protect,
clean-up and enhance this vital resource are conducted in a
coordinated manner.

* Enforcement, so that, where we can, we conduct multi-media
1nspect ons and pursue compliance hav‘ng considered problems
dcross media - then take action.

* (Control of toxics, so that transfer of these contaminants from
"scrubber to sludge" is no longer left unchecked. This means that
the Region continues our initiative for an integrated approach in
jdentification of toxicant sources, pathways and fate so that
adequate safequards are provided.

We want to emphasize FEDERAL FACILITIES COMPLIANCE for FY 86. We are

in a position to make the Federal government a leader in environmental
compliance, and have a responsibility to take steps to do so. In Region V,
we need active support from top managers in sorting out what needs to

be done and who needs to do it - assuring that States take actijon where
they have the lead. We will be involved in Federal Facility problem
resolution as a Region.

We look to ail media for INTEGRATING WATER POLLUTION PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED
WITH THE GREAT LAKES into worxplans and program operations. The most
pressing environmental problems - atmospheric deposition, toxics, non-point
source - require commitment and support from every office to be resolved.

Program Managers should continue to develop special projects and initiatives
on establishing an environmental regulatory presence on INDIAN LANDS.
Technical assistance, outreach, and involvement in decision-making which
impact Indian tribes need continued emphasis.

The Region is making real progress toward improving INTERDIVISIONAL
COORDINATION in FY 85 and we should continue these efforts in FY 86.
Interdivisional communication needs should continue to receive top manage-
ment attention and should be clearly understood at branch, section, and
unit leveis within organizations.

A-2



Region V operates an effective ENFORCEMENT program. We are in a position
where we can think in termms of innovative approaches. This effort links

to other priorities. We can make improvements through: use of multi-media
inspections; making Federal Facility compliance a model; better criminal
enforcement; better enforcement-related management accountability systems;
and, shared efforts with the States. Also, we need to maintain our mo-
mentum in pursuing new cases while assuring follow-through on cases
previously initiated.

In FY 86, the Region will need to implement a comprehensive approach to
fulfilling its responsibilities under MBE/WBE/EEQ and SMALL BUSINESS
programs. Efforts in FY 85 are directed toward sorting out those
responsibilities -- what they are and where they are.

Part of our team responsibilities is to effectively inform and involve
the public in the Region's decisions. Region V needs to continue to
QUTREACH to all our constituencies to gain understanding and support.

by STATE RELATIONS -

- Region V is a leader in establishing and maintaining good State relations.
For FY 86, we must continue to reinforce our partnerships with the States
particularly through EARLY STATE INVOLVEMENT in EMR, guidance, and SPMS
measures development.

We must INCREASE our efforts to FOLLOW THROUGH on State concerns as
expressed through the above means and as gathered during technical
assistance, program evaluation and end-of-year, close-out meetings.

We will continue to articulate our enforcement expectations through the
STATE/EPA ENFORCEMENT AGREEMENTS.

We will review the various STATE DELEGATION AGREEMENTS to assure that they
are current and reflect changes in regulation.

We must continue to examine and define State needs and to REFINE our
processes for QVERSIGHT, accordingly.

We must move forward to help our States assume RCRA AUTHORIZATION and
increase the number of CERCLA COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.

We must assure that all Region V employees are sensitive to the importance
of maintaining COOPERATIVE FEDERAL/STATE RELATIONS.

A-3



EMPLOYEE DEVELOPMENT

The Region needs to continue to clarify responsibilities and activities needed
to conduct an effective human resource development program.

°  We need to open OPPORTUNITIES for CAREER GROWTH and development so that our
employees see their career future at EPA.

To be effective we need to focus our efforts on instilliing a SENSE OF
ACCOMPLISHMENT and a SENSE OF WORKING AS A TEAM in the Region.

We must place more of our attention on the employee PERFORMANCE EVALU-
ATION AND FOLLOW-UP. We need to work with supervisors and employees to
make clear the requirements of good perfomance.

New employees and new supervisors will need orientation to the Region
and management TRAINING.

We must sensitize our managers and supervisors to the various opportunities
for fulfilling our EEO/AA RESPONSIBILITIES in the areas of recruiting, training
and promotion in addition to hiring.

SPECIAL ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES

OQur Regional environmental problems were prioritized in the FY 85 EMR Update.
For FY 86, we will perform a similar exercise. Because these Regional EMR
Updates drive development of Agency priorities and guidance, we have our most
significant problems clearly in view. Additionally, for FY 86 we will look
to senior management for initiatives to complement our EMR efforts through
selection of geographic areas for cross-media approaches to environmental
problem solving, and development of environmental-quality indicators and
measures of success.

The Region will also support State agencies' efforts for environmental manage-
ment pilots in FY 86 and in the future. This will lead to more effective

use of existing data for measuring environmental results and in environmental
decision-making.

A-4
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

.ATE: MAY § 7 1587

SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

Task Force on Headquarters - Regional Relationships

‘.
Robert Springer, Assistant Regional Administrator
for Planning and Management

Division/Qffice Directors

This memorandum is an analysis of the recommendations from the September 1933,
Headquarters - Regional Relationships Task Force report. I had this analysis
conducted to detemmine the number of recommendations from this report that
were completed and to decide if we want further action taken. The sequence
of the review parallels the report and is broken down into four areas, which
are: The policy framework for decentralized management of EPA's mission
(Policy); the guidance, accountability, and evaluation support for the

policy (Guidance); Regional involvement in planning and budgeting (Budget);
and, Regional organizational structure (Organization).

Please review these items and let me know if you would like to pursue toem
further. The majority of the recommendations were implemented, those that
were not are starred **, Attached is the Executive Summary which contains
the recommendations from the Task Forces. Following is the status of the

recommendations:

POLICY

Decentralization

Recommendation: EPA should reaffimm and restate our policy on Decentrali-
zation. In order to do this the report contained recommendations on
adopting five policy statements. These statements outlined the responsi-
bilities of the Administrator, Assistant Administrators, and Regional
Administrator.

Status: (Partially Implemented and Working) We did not ascertain whether
all five policy statements have been issued. However, two of them have
been implemented. These recommendations were: AAs or the AA for Regional
Operations were to recommend delegations of authority and changes thereto;
and, the AA for Administration was to manage the process of delegating
authority. These were implemented; see next recommendation.

Assignments of Authority

Recommendation: Specific policy statements for each area of operational
activity be adopted as an extension of the general policy statements.
This includes delegating the authority of several activities to the Re-
gional Administrator.

EPA FORM 1320-6 (REV 3-76)
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Status: (Implemented and Working) On July 24, 1984, there was a major n
vision to the Delegation Manual involving 197 different delegations. Ti
revision was undertaken to address the goals of assuring that appropriat
authorities are decentralized and are exercised at the lowest possible
operating levels. According to Steve Martin, Management and Organizatic
Division, these revisions to the Delegation Manual implemented the recon
mendations of the task force and have proved to be very workable.

GUIDANCE
Improve Accountability System
Recommendation: To reinforce the Administrator's Management Accountabil

System (MAS) by issuing annual gquidance, based on the Administrator's
Guidance which is fully coordinated with relevant HQs organizations.

Status: (Implemented and Working) The Office of Management Systems and
Evaluation (OMSE) completed a study in March 1983, on the way regional
targets were set, reported on, and changed. OMSE found several problems
with the system at that time. Because of this, procedural changes were
made to remedy the problem. The Task Force concurs in the approach that
resulted from the management review and was adopted and agreed to by the
RAs and HQs Offices. Also, the MAS has been included in both FY 85-86
and FY 86-87 Agency Operating Guidance Documents.

Centralize Directives
Recommendation: The Management and Organization Division (MOD) should

upgrade and administer a system to keep current a central repository of
Agency directives.

** Status: (Implemented but, Not Working) MOD attempted to administer an
Integrated EPA Directives System. They sent a memo to the Qffices at
Headquarters asking them for all of their policies and program guidance.
The response they received was poor and they decided to abandon this
approach.

MOD then decided to get this information from one program office at a
time. They are currently working with OSWER. They have received most

of OSWER's policy and guidance documents and are now indexing this infor-
mation into a manual. This approach has been successful. After the
OSWER documentation is completed, they will begin to work with another
program office.

Controlled Reporting Burden

Recommendation: Program offices are encouraged to 1imit the reporting
burden on the Regions and States. Where feasible, computerized systems
should be extended into State offices. Regions should routinely assess
each program and provide recommended changes concerning burdensome
reporting requirements.
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Status: (Partial Implementation) Guidance was received from OMSE on
Timiting the number of reporting measures. If a program office decides
to add a reporting measure they must delete a measure that is in the
sytem,

** The Regions have not assessed the programs to recommend changes concerning
burdensome reporting requirements. (This issue may be the nomal, un-
resolvable plight of HQ/Regional relationships.)

Program Evaluation

Recommendation: Comprehensive periodic evaluations of program results
are essential for decentralized operations.

Status: (Partial Implementation) The degree and type of periodic evaluations
varies from program to program. See Attachment A.

BUDGET

Define Responsibilities

Recommendation: Define the responsibilities for the National Program Manager
(NPM)and lead Region for the initial stages of the budget development process.
Formally recognize regional viewpoints in the NPM budget presentation.

Status: (Implemented and Working) An expanded Tead region system (more than
budget) was established in an Al Alm memo of June 11, 1984, This memo

set forth the process and roles for incorporating regional viewpoints in
EPA's Planning and Budgeting system.

Regional Perspective

Recommendation: The DA should convene an annual budget hearing to provide
RAs the opportunity to present their views on both media-specific and cross-
cutting budget issues.

Status: (Implemented) At the Administrator's budget hearings, a special
hearing for regional issues has been established.

Expand the Lead Region Selection Process

Recommendation: The Comptroller should lead a broadened process for
selection of lead Regions to work with each NPM.

Status: (Implemented) The lead region selection will occur on a rotational
basis, with the leads being replaced by their back-ups. The first rotation
will occur on 10/1/88. Office of Regional Operations absorbed the role of
managing the lead region selection process.

Expand Regional Participation
Recommendation: The participation of Senior regional staff in the Head-

quarters budget process should be instituted within operating procedures
developed by the Comptroller.

Status: Impiementaq, Part-cipation Yirma2s, Iiaca NPM nas astaniisned
procedures for involving the Regions in the budget process.



ORGANIZATION

The Review concluded that the current standard regional organization is
working adequately given current resource allocations and functional
relationship to Headquarters. However, the Review suggested that Regional

Counsel and Environmental Services Division should be highlighted.

Regional Counsel

**

Need: Establish a more direct relationship between the RA and the Re-
gional Counsel. And, modify the current standard regional organization
to provide the appropriate changes in reporting lines.

Result: The DA, in an August 3, 1983 memorandum, announced that the
Regional Counsels (RC) will report to the RA on day-to-day activities
while reporting to the HQ General Counsel on matters involving national
consistency and the management of Regional Counsel personnel.

Status: The changes in reporting 1ines have not been made. Although
establishing a 1ine of direct communication between the RA and RC has
been done, the RA still has no authorized authority over RC. The
Agency does not appear to be planning any further action on this
item.

Environmental Services Division

*%*

Need: To establish a better method for allocating resources for the
ESD function and to provide clear lines of communication between £SD
and Headquarters.

Recommendation: The Agency should ccatinue to monitor and assess ESD's
viability in Tine with changes in program direction and resource allo-
cations.

Status: (Slow Progress but Right Direction) The Office of Regional
Operations (ORO) has been working closely with ESD Directors on estab-
1ishing a resource tracking system for ESD. A matrix of functions

has been developed which contains ESD functions that can be crosswalked
with ESD actjvities. The ORO (staff of one) is currently going out

to the Regions to do program reviews of all ESD work activities.
Because of the amount of informmation that is needed and a limited
staff, this will not be totally completed for the FY 87 Budget but it
may have an impact on specific activities, i.e., QA and ESD Superfund
resources.

In September 1984, Al Alm established a position for a National Environ-
mental Service Officer. With this position established, a direct communi-
cation link was formalized between the Regions and Headquarters. Since
that time, the QRO has been working with the RAs and DRAs and developed

a Mission Statement in December. This mission statement defined the
specific activities of ESD.

Attachments
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The [ollowing chart shows reporting systems emplioyed by
progranms,

Evaluations of Regional Programs

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS OF EVALUATION
STRVOS
Cnly Air Enforcement now conducts evaluations, . . «
Air Represcntation by all HQ offices is needed teo-give M”?P*wf/yMMQﬂX?ti.#C:??Lfb?
j.naoded to give balanced evaluation, ARY Ror ™S R
Pesticides, 11Q audits Regions annually with indepth lLook every aamd, Samms O%
TOX1CS with indepth look every two years. _ i
Had tirst Lormal evaluaticn recently. It was help- P scd soalaeons ot
RCRA ful, but needs to go into more detail such as ac- s Soma
tually looking at permits issued by Regions and P?ﬁ?ﬁb?ﬂﬁb?
States ° F e COWAT Tasmn oot .ui?( .
CERCLA None Q;P.W%r/VﬁOP Moms Oﬂ,ﬁrﬂ\ SCAP
' ’ o + SPMMS vravourn
Water Conducts coordinated mid-year evaluations of. all < eSO
water programs based on the gquantitative and )
gualitative measures in the annual accountability
system. Regions do an initial self evaluation;
wWater then does on-site evaluations consisting of
a technical review followed by a senior management
review. :
AdminlstrationtPersonnel Management evaluations have been Vﬁ?ﬁlflAszihw Nosithumn. Raouad
conducted., Grants Management evaluations are more ,hrb.LrPur.Qﬁjznc?m{WEcr(
recant, Pasowmadl, Ravwd .

Most Headquarters program offices conduct some form of
annual on~site cevaluation of regional p2rformance. These
evaluations are similav to State program evaluations which
many Regilons conduct.
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POLICY AND MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF

HEADQUARTERS - REGIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. DECENTRALIZATION IS CRITICAL TO EPA MISSION PERFORMANCE

The National strategy for achieving environmental goals
is built upon cooperative efforts of Federal, State and
local governments. “his strategy is largely based upon
statutory provisions relating to actual implementation respon-
sibility. The principal Federal responsibilities are to
establish national policies, develop standards and participate
with State and local governments in implementing environmental
programs.,

0 The vast majority of the environmental workforce
is in State and local governrents which, accordingly,
requires the adaptation of national policies and objec-
tives to unique State conditions and fosters close
Federal/State relationships.

o The National environmental strategy relies on use of
traditional State and local authorities and the National
government's role of leadership and financial support.

Achieving the adaptation of Federal environmental policies
and objectives to State and local programs is logic: lly assigned
to the EPA regional offices closest to where the work is being
done. This issue paper provides suggested Agency policy and
principles which transcend program and media lines to achieve
this decentralized management.

We Have Drifted From the Original
Framework of Decentralization

In recent years, the Agency has begun direct administra-
tion of new program authorities in Headquarters with no plan
for decentralization. We have gradually drifted from the
original Agency position of balancing national policy develop-
ment and consistency against regional implementation flexibil-
ity, to a lack of clear understanding of how the Agency
should pursue its goals. The Agency needs a clear statemen*
of policy on authorities, accountability, resource allocation
processes, and organization,

ii



We Should Reaffirm and Restate
Our Policy of Decentralization

EPA's organization is based upon the purposeful stratifi-
cation of the Administrator's authorities and commensurate
responsibilities. The Task Force has concluded that the
Agency needs a clear statement of policy on decentralization
to emphasize this framework.

Therefore, we recommend that the Administrator adopt the
following policy statements:

¥ Assistant Administrators are responsible for developing
and promulgating policy and guidance and in consulta-
tion with the Regions, assuring consistent implementa-~
tion of national policy, providing oversight and
evaluating progress, and taking actions which are of
national significance or multiregional in nature.

f¥ Regional Administrators are responsible for implemen-
ting programmatic policies consistent with national
policy and direction; and, in the absence of overriding
reasons to the contrary (e.g., statutory prohibition,
unusual technical complexity, etc.), for execution of
those environmental activities which relate to the
jurisdiction of an individual region.

4 Assistant Administrators and/or the Associate Administrator
for Regional Operations are responsible for recommend-
ing delegations of authority to the Regions and changes
thereto.

4 The Assistant Administrator for Administration is respon-
sible for managing the process of delegating authority,
recommending proper placement of authorities and permit-
ting exceptions to specific policies.

AGREE
DISAGREE
OTHER

Several Specific Assignments of Authority
Are Generally Agreed Upon

We recommend adopting specific policy statements for each
area of operational activity as an extension of the general
policy statements. These specific policy statements would
provide the framework for which decisions on individual
delegations of authority would be made and any exceptions
to the policy justified. The impact of implementing specific
policy statements is summarized in the body of the Report.

iii
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Permitting, engineering and environmental impact review

activities will! be delegated to the Regional Administrators,

including final approval and disapproval, except for

those actions specifically reserved for the Administrater,

or assigned to Headguarters based upon exceptional fac-
tors.

Product review and registration activities will be dele-
gated to the Assistant Administrators, except for

those actions specifically reserved for the Administrator.

Listing and designation of particular pollutants,
products, geographic areas activities or source cate-
gories for further regulation with national or multi-
regional impact, will be delegated to the Assistant
Administrators. Listing and designation activities
which occur solely within the geographic boundaries

of a specific region will be delegated to that Regional
Administrator.

Hazardous Substance Emergency Response and Site Manage-
ment activities should be delegated to the Regional
Administrators, as a near term goal, except those
actions specifically reserved for the Administrator

or assigned to Headquarters based upon exceptional
factors.

Testing/Monitoring and Inspection Activities will be
shared between Regional Adminis-:rators and Assistant
Administrators. The Regions will have primary respon-
sibility for most of these activities. Headguarters
will be delegated nationally significant cases and
nationally managed areas (e.g., the Motor Vehicle
Manufacturers Program and testing, monitoring, and
inspections under The Toxic Suvbstances Control Act).

Administrative Orders and Notices of Violations con-
cerning Enforcement Actions will be delegated to the
Regional administrators, including final approvals
and disapprovals, Administrative Orders and Notices
of Violations which are of national significance or
multiregional will be delegated to the Assistant
Administrators.

Referrals to the Department of Jnstice (DOJ) for
Judicial Enforcement Actions will be delegated, upon
concurrence by the Department of Justice, to the
Regional ndaministrators. Judicial Enforcement
Actions, including referrals to DOJ for those programs
assigned to Headquarters, and for cases which are of
national significance or multiregional will be
delegated to Headquarters Enforcement Counsel.

iv



§ Execution of State and local grants and cooperative
agreements, including Superfund Cooperative Agreements
will be delegated to the Regional Administrators.
Execution of grants and cooperative agreements of centrally
managed programs, (e.g., Research and Development) will
be retained by Headguarters.

AGREE
-DISAGREE
OTHER

There are Differences of Opinion on Delegating Authority for
Approving State Programs and Plans, and Devolutions (Delegations)
to the States

This activity includes the authority for approving State
programs and plans, and devolutions (delegations) to the
States, and includes determining the EPA activities to be
performed by individual State agencies, negotiating and
approving agreements which define the standards to which
States will adhere, and specifying the manner in which they
will administer programs. The Regions perform these activities
if they are not delegated to the States,

The Regions believe that review and approval of these
activities is a logical extension of their responsibilities
in providing oversight of rFederally supported State programs.,
They argue that if Headguarters officials retain these authorities
it compromises the Regional Administrator's standing to serve as
the EPA focal point for operating regional environmental programs.

Some of the program offites believe that Headgquarters
involvement in these decisions is essential to assure national
consistency. They argue that since approval of the State programs
constitutes an operational delegation of national program respon-
sibilities it is a function appropriately reserved to the
Administrator; therefore, a Headgquarters function.

The majority of Task Force participants support delegating
the authority for approving State program plans and delegations
to the Regional Administrators. They believe that delegating
this authority is generally consistent with proposed decentrali-
-zation policy since it is a form of "implementing" national
policy guidance.,

There is an Office of Policy and Resource Management (OPRM)
proposal on this issue that 1s currently under Agency review.
The OPRM draft report recommends regional approval of State
plans, subject to a time limited Headquarters veto. The regional
participants on the Headquarters - Regional Relationships Task
Force believe that the veto approach is better than the existent
method because it resolves the problem of time delays in granting



approvals. However, they would prefer full delegation to the
Regional Administrators with no strings attached. They believe
the time limited veto still results in Headquarters retention of
final authority.

Since there are sharply divided positions on this issue
and the OPRM effort will soon be concluded, we recommend:

Y The Administrator defer his policy decision regarding
authority to approve State programs and plans, and
devolutions (delegations) to the States until it can
be made within the context of the comprehensive issue

analysis formulated by OPRM and currently under Agency
wide review,

AGREE
DISAGREE
OTHER

We Need a Specific Policy Controlling
the Use of Advance Concurrences

An advance concurrence requirement occurs when the Regional
Administrators are restricted from making decisions until they
receive approval from Headquarters. Advance concurrence re-
quirements can be contained in the delegation of authority
or result from regulations or guidance that calls for Head-
quarters action before the decision officials can act.

Advance concurrence requirements are intended to maintain
national consistency, especially when the regions have little
or no experience in the particular area. Headguarters
believes that its involvement will avoid inappropriate prece-
dent in new program areas while they are developing adequate
national guidance. In practice, the record indicates that
after Headquarters has issted necessary guidance it has
often shown reluctance to rerove the requirement for an
advance concurrence., Headquarters reviews also result in
duplication n»f effort and significant delays.

One option is to totally eliminate any continuing require-
ment for advance concurrence, Alternatively, we could adopt
a process of disciplined limitation in the use of advance
concurrences for new programs 1if maintenance of national
consistency is potentially a problem. These concurrences
could then be subject to periodic evaluations and full delega-
ticns made to the Rz2gions as programs mature and the necessity
for a Headquarters concurrence role declines,

vi



We recommend that the Administrator adopt the following
policy statemsnt:

34

When the Administrator delegates authority to the
Regional Administrator, advance concurrence from
Headguarters 1s inappropriate. Headqguarters should
monitor and evaluate regional decisions to assure
conformance with national policy. When, in unusual
cases, il 1is essential that Headquarters examine and
approve a certain type of decision the authority
should be delegated to the Assistant Administrator
with the Regional Administrators designated as
recommending officials, or delegated to the Regional
Administrators with a temporary concurrence require~
ment (the ending date for the advance concurrence
requirement will be established in the delegation of
authority).

AGREE

DISAGREE
OTHER

vii



II. GUIDANCE, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND EVALUATION
SHOULD SUPPORT THE POLICY

. Decentralized management can be improved through an inte-
srated Agency wide system of program guidance, accountability,
and evaluatiorn,

Therefore, we recommend that the Administrator adopt the
following policies on guidance, accountability, and evaluation:

§{ The current Administrator's Management Accountability
System (MAS) process should be reinforced. Every
program should continue its practice of issuing annual
guidance, based on the Administrator's Guidance and
fully coordinated with relevant Headquarters organiza-
tions.

¥ The Management and Organization Division (MOD) should
be directed to administer an integrated EPA Directives

”Zz 7 System with regional/program participation. MOD
would upgrade and administer the system to maintain a

current central repository of Agency directives,

" including those not currently incorporated in the
formal directives system. New program and policy
issuances and updates should conform with the format
and mechanics of the Agency directives system; however,
we should gradually convert to the new system. Assistant
Administrators should maintain current authority to

. develop and ¢ pprove program specific documents while
adhering to the mechanics of the Agency directives
system.

Y Programs should be encouraged to incorporate model re-
L porting traits suggested in this Review. Where
feasible, computerized systems should be extended
into the State offices. Regions should routinely
assess each piogram and provide recommended changes
concerning burdensome reporting requirements.

§ Comprehensive periodic evaluations of program results
are essential for decentralized operations and should
be standard practice for every program.

AGREE

DISAGREE
OTHER

I viii
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IONE SHOULD BE MORE INVOLVED
PLANNING AND BUDGETING

REG
N

I

During the development of the FY 1983 budget, the Agency
replaced the Zero Based Budgesting process, with its layers
of review and ranking teams with a centralized and shortened
process. The nature of the regional role changed, from
participation on a variety of ranking committees, to the
interaction o0f lead Deputy Regional Administrators (DRA)
with National Program Managers (NPMs) during the budget
formulation process and the: in the budget hearings. The
lead Region concept evolved as an efficient, productive
method to represent regional concerns and interests in the
new process.

Our objective in reviewing the regional role in planning
and budgeting is to examine the current role of regional managers
in the Agency's planning and budgeting process, to determine
whether that role is sufficient to properlv represent the
requirements of regional programs in the decision making
process, and to recommend alternatives to such process if it
proves to be inadequately addressing all dimensions of
Agency program needs.

The criticisms most frequently heard of the current budget
development process, from the regional perspective, are:

o The extent and effectiveness of lead Region "“partici-
pation"” is too dependent on the whim of the NPM.
Participation ranges from extensive regional involve-
ment to total exclusion.

0 The effectiveness of lead DRA participation varies
greatly depending on a number of factors including
time and staff availability.

The Associate Administrator for Regional Operations be-
lieves that a critical element in effective decentralized
management is to ensure that Regional Administrators, as
general policy officers, are provided opportunity to present
their views on both media specific and crosscutting budget
issues.

Qur Recommendations Strengthen
The Current Process

Our recommendations enhance the strength and structure
of the current lead Region concept. They also ensure that
regional concerns are heard, without weakening the preeminent
role of the National Program Manager in developing and pre-
senting budget recommendations for the national program,

ix
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recommend that the Administrator adopt the following

policies increasing Regional involvement in the budget process:

L

!

|

!

e

General performance expectations during the initial
stages of the budget develcpment process, for both
the NPM and lead Region should be clearly defined and
regional viewpoints should be formally recognized in
the NPM budget presentation.

Regional budget development meetings should be convened
each spring to provide regional representatives the
opportunity to advise National Program Managers of
regional needs, problems and other issues,.

The Deputy Administrator should convene an annual
hearing to provide Regional Administrators the oppor-
tunity to present views on both media and cross cutting
budget issues. The hearing should be held following
submission of National Program Manager budget submis-
sions to the Comptroller, but prior to finalization

of the Administrator's budget proposal,

The Comptroller should continue to lead the process

for selection of lead Regions to work with each National
Program Manager. The expanded process should include
active participation of regional officials, National
Program Managers, and the Associate Administrator for
Regional Operations, with final approval by the Deputy
Administrator.

Participation of senior regional staff in the Head-
quarters budget process should be instituted within
operating procedures developed by the Comptroller and
discussed with the Associate Administrator for Regional
Operations,

AGREE
DISAGREE
OTHER



I{v. REGIONAL ORGCANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES SHOULD NOT BE
EXTENSIVELY CHANGED AT THIS TIME

The ESnvironmental Protection Agency has always maintained
relatively unchanged Regional organization structure. Our
Review suggest that the current standard regional organiza-
tion is working adguately given current rescurce allocations
and functicnal relationships to Headguarters.,

8

For the most part, the flexibility provided in the cur-
rent structure meets the varying needs of individual Regions.
For example, three regional offices have separated the emerging
waste-related functions from the air functions with a minimum
of disruption. The Regional Administrators are able to
structure branch and section level organizations and functions
to reflect their own approach, i.e., geographic, functional,
or "process step" variants; experiment with establishing
sub regicnal offices; and assign staff functions. The current
policy allows the Regional Adminictrator flexibility in
selecting the ARA/OPM or Management Division option.

The Regional Administrators have discretion (pending the
outcome of concurrent management streamlining efforts and with-
in current Agency rules and practices) in formally structuring
staff activities, such as Congressional and Intergovernmental
Relations, Public Affairs, and Civil Rights with their place-
ment as staff to the Regional Administrator, Deputy Regional
Administrator, Associate Regional Administrator, or Management
Division Director,

Major revisions at this time are not warranted, however, .
our Review suggests that the Regional Counsel and Environmental
Services Division should be highlighted. 1In addition, managers
believe that the creation of the Regional Operations Office
will improve communications to top management on issues of
regional concern.

The Regional Administrator Should Exercise
Management Authority Over Enforcement Activities
and the Office of Regional Counsel

Our Review indicates a need to establish a more direct
relationship between the Regional Administrators and the
Regional Counsel. The Regiocnal Administrators believe this
would strengthen their management authority., The D2puty
Adnministrator, in an August 3, 1983, memorandum announced
that the Regional Counsels will report to the Regional
Adminisirators on day-to-day activities while reporting teo
the Headgquarters General Coui.sel on matters involving national
consistency and the management of Regional Counsel personnel,
The current standard regional organization is being modified
to provide for appropriate changes in reporting lines,

xi



Headgquarters and the Regions Should
Continue to Monitor and Assess the Viability
cf the Environmental Services Division

The Environmental Services Division (ESD), whicihh provides
a full range of laboratory, testing and monitoring capabil-
ities in most of the Regions, was raised as an area of concern
by many people. Several Regions believe ESD is, and should
continue to be, an integral component of regional cperations.
The principal issues are the need for a method of better
allocating resources for the function and the need to prov.de
clear lines of communication between ESD and Headquarters
(e.g., potentially a National Program Manager).

Many other decisions will have to be made before a final
decision on the concept of the ESD would be appropriate. A
decision on ESD's viability must be considered in the context
of legal/enforcement and air/waste alignments in the regional
offices, 1In addition, the possible effects of laboratory
consolidation and the impact of increased contracting and
automation are important factors.

While theoretically it is possible to move the ESD func-~
tion into the respective regional program Divisions, it is
probably impractical because of the interdependence between
field and lab staff, the cross media nature of ESD work, and
the need to maintain a central core of such expertise. The
Agency should continue tc monitor and assess the Environmental
Services Division's wviability in line with changes in program
direction and resource allocations.

xii



T T TR A N AL . o W N TR S v

!\‘,..‘h‘ Wakr LA 20N V) SO0 gh A2 00 - e e s

il L ¥ 5 PRI

”

'L.

- . . W w e "'P;'Fl‘ Fo/PH

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

: 2"'2 : UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

April 24, 1985
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Review of Proposed Potl ‘§56h Periijzjnc ased Grants
FROM: Carolyn M. Clinton : T . le,a
Associate Administrator for ional Operation

I

TO: Regional Administrators

As you will recall, Lee Thomas asked representatives from
headquarters, the regions, and the states to recommend an agency-
wide policy on performance-based grants. After several months of
intense effort and lively discussion, this group has finished
its work and has produced the attached recommended policy.

Given the wide-ranging impact of this policy on your opera-
tions, Lee has requested that you review this proposal in its
final form before signing it. The implementation plan for this
policy calls for phasing it into effect in FY86, depending on
the status of individual grant negotiations at the time the
policy is signed. Therefore, it is important that we provide
our feedback to the Administrator as guickly as possible.

I have attached the proposed policy, the implementation

-plan, a background document, and a list of the people on the

two workgroups in the event that you need further. information,
I have also set up a conference call for Thursday, May 2 at
1:30 pm EDT to hear your views on this proposal.

Attachments
ccC: Lee M. Thomas o
A. James Barnes
e
¢ {
] 4,0,93
£ ",
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EPA POLICY ON PERFORMANCE-BASED ASSISTANCE

PURPOSE

This policy establishes an agency-wide approach which links
U.S. EPA's assistance funds for continuing State environmental
programs to recipient performance. The approach employs assistance
as a management tool to promote effective State environmental pro-
grams. The policy's goal is the consistewt and predictable appli-
cation of the performance-based approach across Agency programs
and among Regions. ) ‘

Mechanisms for tying EPA assistance to a recipient's accom~
plishment of specific activities agreed to in advance até contained
in EPA's regulations governing State and Local Assistance (40 CFR
part 35, Subpart A). The degree and manner in which EPA programs
and Regions have applied these regulations has varied greatly.
Through this policy, the Agency articulates how it will consistently
manage its intergovernmental assistance.

SCOPE

EPA's Regions will be expected to implement the portions of
this policy governing the management of assistance agreements
("Oversight” and "Consequences of Oversight" sections) upon the
policy's issuance. To the greatest extent possible, this policy
should also guide the negotiation of grants and cooperative
agreements for fiscal year 1986.

This policy supersedes all previous policies on performance-
based assistance to the extent they conflict with the approach
outlined below. It elaborates on regulations governing State and
and Local Assistance (40 CFR Part 35, Subpart A) promulgated
Ooctober 12, 1982, and the General Regulation for Assistance Programs
(40 CFR Part 30) promulgated September 30, 1983, This policy does
not replace funding or grant/ccoperative agreement requirements
established by Federal statutes or EPA regulations.

The policy complements and 1s in complete accordance with
EPA's Policy on Oversight of Delegated Programs (April 4, 1984)
and the Policy Framework for State/EPA Enforcement "Agreements”
{June 26, 1984).

Wwhile this policy will refer to all assistance recipients as
"Srates" (since States receive most of EPA's assistance for con-
tinuing environmental programs), it applies equally to interstate
and local agencies which receive similar support.



PRINCIPLES AND APPROACH

PRINCIPLES

This policy on performance~based assistance is designed to
strengthen the EPA/State partnership by ensuring that EPA assis-
vance facilitates the implementation of national environmental goals
and promotes and sustains effective State environmental programs,

The policy provides a framework within which EPA and States can
clarify performance expectations and solfe€-problems through a system
of negotiation, according to a predlctable but flexible set of
national guidelines. This framework is built around several funda-
mental principles which will also guide the policy's implementation:

© EPA will use performance-based assistance as a mgnaqement
tool to promote and recognize the effective performance
of State environmental programs, and to ensure mutual
accountability;

© EPA Regions and programs wfll retain flexibilitv to tailor
the performance-based approach to thelr needs and the policy's
gulding principles;

o States and EPA should share a common set of expectations
regarding perrormance. commitments and likely responses
to identified problems. There should be no surprises as
EPA and States relate to each other under this policy;

o In negotiating State performance objectives, EPA and the
States will seek realistic commitments and presume good
faith in their accomplishment;

o EPA and the States should maintain continuous dialoque
for the rapid identification, solutxon and escalation
of problems to top level managers;

o EPA is fully committed to the success of State environ-
mental programs and will seek opportunities to acknowl-
edye thelir accomplishments,

APPROACH

The policy consists ©f three basic parts. The first section
describes components of assistance agreements and how they ave to
be negectiated. The second section lays out EPA's expectations for
the review and evaluation of assistance agreements and escalation
of significant findings. The final section describes how EPA should
respond to the findings of oversight: rewarding strong performance;
applying corrective actions to solve problems; escalating signif-
icant conflicts to top management; and, in cases of persistent per-
formance problems, imposing sanctions. :S/



ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT

Clear expectations for program performance are crucial to an
effective EPA/State partnership. Annual assistance agreements pro-
vide a key vehicle for expressing these performance expectations.
Negotiated work programs, contained in an assistance agreement, form
a fundamental basis for evaluation of State performance.

An assistance agreement should include three components: 1) a
work program; 2) identification of supporé~=fother than federal :
assistance funds) a State needs from EPA‘to accomplish work program
commitments; and, 3) a monitoring and evaluation plan.

APPROACH -

EPA and States should negotiate outputs which reflect a mix
of national and State priorities. National priorities should be
clearly articulated in the annual Agency Operating Guidance. To
better facilitate the negotiation of assistance agreements, the
Guidance should be strengthened through early State involvement
in defining the order and scope of Agency priorities, and the more
specific identification of top priorities by Program Offices.

Funding limitations should be recognized throughout development
of the national priocrity list and program-specific guidance.

As EPA Regions and States negotiate outputs, national prior-
ities should be tailored to the real environmental conditions of
each State and Region. Assistance agreements should also allow
for outputs based on a State's priorities. State priorities should
represent those activities allowable under federal statute which
will produce significant environmental results.

The development and oversight of an assistance agreement should
be supervised by one senior Regional manager, but EPA Regional
. Administrators are ultimately accountable for all assistance agree-
ments made with States and should be familiar with the significant
outputs and conditions of each agreement. They will be respon-
sible for all major assistance-related decisions, particularly
decisions related to sanctions.

Assistance aygreements may be amended by mutual agreement of
the Regional Administrator and his/her State counterpart. A major
chanse in national or State priorities, environmental emergencies,
and the discovery of greatly overestimated commitiments are examples
of the types of circumstances which may necessitate renegotiation.
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WORK _PROGRAM

The work program should specify the outputs a State will pro-
duce under its federal assistance award (including the State match
and level of effort) and the resources and timeframes for completing

the outputs.

o Outputs should be measurable commitments, reflective
to the extent possible of real environmental results.
They should be ambitious but realistic commitments ~--
achievable objectives rather than lofty goals,

A ARIN

L )
o Work programs should focus on:the objectives a State
will meet, not how the State will accomplish an output.

o Past performance should affect work programs., The good
or poor performance Of a State (or EPA) identified through
oversight should influence the outputs and cgnditions
contained in the next annual assistance agreement,

o Work programs should specifically identify completion
timeframes for outputs. EPA may also specify interim
milestones and reporting requirements based on the
priority needs of national programs and in keeping with
good management practice. Reporting required under an
assistance agreement should be consistent with EPA's
information systems.

o States should draft their work programs but may request
assistance from EPA Regions in developing them.

o States should be encouraged (not required) to volunteer
a comprehensive work program that indicates activities,
if any, outside those paid for with the federal and State
funds included in the federal assistance agreement budget,
Awareness of State responsibilites not related to federal
assistance greatly enhances EPA's understanding of the
scope of State environmental programs. Should a State
choose to submit plans for its entire program, it need
not indicate resource levels, but only program activities
EPA will not examine these activities in the course of
assistance oversight except when necessary to ascertain
the cause of a performance problem or to identify the
corractive action which can best address a problem.

SUPPLEMENTAL EPA SUPPORT TO STATES

An assistance agreement should describe the types of suppo
EPA will endeavor to provide in addition to an assistance award
enable a State to meet its work program outputs. Regions shoul
consult with Headguarters about support which will require Heac

quarters action.
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o The assistance agreement should not contain a comprehen-
sive list of all supplemental support EPA expects to pro-
vide to a State within a given yesar. Rather, the agree-
ment should describe the specific research, technical advice,
guidance, regulations, contractor assistance or other support
EPA will furnish States to enable them to fulfill specific
work program outputs, making clear that ‘accomplishment of
the outputs is contingent upon the receipt of the EPA support
1f EPA does not furnish the support described in the assistar
agreement, the State will be relieved of output commitments
contingent upon that support.

-"f’t/'-‘

EVALUATION PLAN

The final component of an assistance agreement is & plan
for EPA's evaluation of State performance. The evaluation plan
ghould be mutually acceptable to EPA and a State. u

o The plan should outline the schedule and scope of review
EPA will conduct and should identify areas the evaluation
will focus on.

o An evaluation plan must specify at least one onsite
review per year, performance measures, and reporting
reguirements.

ASSISTANCE OVERSIGHT

EPA should oversee assistance agreements both informally and
formally. Regions and States should maintain continuous dialogue
so that States may alert EPA to problems they are experiencing and
EPA can monitor State progress roward accomplishing ocutputs. EPA
should also periodically conduct a formal evaluation of State per-
formance., Oversight should identify the successes and problems
states have encountered in meeting their commitments. Oversight
also entails the joint analysis of identified problems to determin
their nature, cause, and appropriate solution, and the escalation
of significant findings {both positive and negative) to top manags
in EPA and the State.

APPRCOACH

The formal assessment of State performance under assistance
agreements should occur as part of EPA's comprehensive review
and evaluation of State programs. This -process is governed by
EPA's Policy on Oversight of Delegated Programs which states
that evaluations should focus on overall program performance,
rather than individual actions; they should be based on objective
measures and standards agreed to in advance; they should be con-
ducted onsite at least once a year by experienced, skilled EPA
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staff: they should contain no surprises for states regarding
content OF expectations; and resuvlts should be documented 1n
a written reporct.

gpA should adhere to these¢ principles of oversight and tOo
the scope and schedule of evaluation agreed tO ijn the assistance
agreement.

FEATURES .

o States are responsible for notifying~EPA jn a timely manner of-
problems they experience in trying to accomplish their outputs.
Likewise, EPA is responsible for promptly notifying States of
its inability to supply promised support. .

o Formal and informal evaluations by EPA should be constructive,

conducted in the spirit of promoting good performance through
p:oblem-solving, not fault-finding.

o EPA's review and evaluation should emphasize overall performance,

concentrating on the composite picture revealed by total output
accomplishments.

o EPA should focus on 3 gtate's performance against work program

outputs and conditions unless other aspects of a State's program
procedures, processes; other activities) must pe examined to
analyze a problem Or find its appropriate solution.

o Formal review of State performance under the assistance agreemer

will entail, at 8 ninimunm, one onsite annual evaluation of each
assistance agreement.

o Review and evaluation of assistance agreements should be con-
ducted by skilled, experienced EPA evaluators.

o Oversight findings, cuccesses as well as problems, should be

documented to establish an accurate record of State performance
over time.

o Assistance oversight should use existing reporting and eval

uat:
mechanisms tO the extent possible.

CONSEQUENCES OF OVERSIGHT

once the assistance oversight process has jdentified and

documented aveas in which States have had success OrF difficulty
in meetiny their commitments under the assistance agreement, EP/
chould respond to those oversight findings. Potential response:
range from rewards and incentives for good performance, applica’
of corrective actions to solve uncovered problems, and the impo

rion of sanctions to address persistent, serious performance pr
lems.
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APPROACH TO OVERSIGHET RESFONSE

The Agency's goal in providing performance-based assistance
is to support and promote effective State environmental programs,
Actions in response to oversight findings will be oriented toward
finding the most effective ways to maintain or improve a State
progranm's performance. Wherever possible, EPA should acknowledge
excellent performance and help States solve problems which impede
performance through corrective actions, - .

Roiter S
If problems regarding State achievement of work program
commitments persist, EPA should pursue progressively more de-
manding corrective steps as necessary based on experience with
a given State., 1In general, sanctions should be imposed only
when corrective actions have failed to solve persistéent, signif-
icant performance problems. Before taking any sanction against
a State, EPA should raise the performance issue to the highest
levels of the Region and State necessary to negotiate an effec-
tive solution to the underlying problem. Sanctions should not
be necessary 1f both parties are explicit, straightforward angd
realistic in their expectations of one another and approach the
assistance agreement process in the spirit of cooperation.

INCENTIVES

o When a State meets its negotiated commitments or other-~
wise demonstrates success, the EPA Regional Office
should take steps to acknowledge excellent State
performance at the conclusion of the oversight review
or at the end of the assistance agreement period,

o EPA 'is committed to publicizing State program success,
Assured recognition of a State's environmental achievements
is one of the most effective incentives at EPA's disposal.
Publicizing accomplishments also benefits States with per-
formance problems by providing them with models for success.

o In general, when a State demonstrates steady progress or
a sustained level of high performance against negotiategd
commitments, EPA will institute the most appropriate rewards
for achievement and incentives to promote continued sucgess,
PosSsible actions include but are not limited to:

- Reducing the number, level, scope and/or
frequency of reviews, reporting, or in-
spections to the minimum necessary for
effective national program management;

~ Increasing State flexibility in using funds
for special projects or State priorities;

Offering financial incentives (within existing
resources), such as supplemental funding; /}

Gd,24 $2¢e20 TAQTRANA &4
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- Pudblicizing program successes through joint
media presentations, awards, special letters of
commendation to the Governor, or technology
transfer to other States, EPA Regions and
Beadguarters.

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

o When oversight review uncoyérs a performance problem and ~

fdred

determines its cause, EPA and the State must act on those
findings by taking appropriate corrective steps.

Regions and States should follow a correcfive action strat
egy based on the unigue history and needs of a given State
This policy does not prescribe any particular sequence of
corrective actions which must be undertaken, nor does it

link specific corrective actions to particular types of
performance problems.

Regions must initiate discussions with those States where
problems have emerged, and work cooperatively with them t«
establish effective remedial strategies. This negotiated
strategy should specify the timeframe during which EPA wi.
expect the problem to be resolved, and any interim milest:
that will be necessary to monitor State progress.

Possible corrective actions include but are not limited t
providing EPA technical or managerial assistance, trainin
or additional resources; increasing the number and/or fre
quency of reporting and oversight requirements; and shift

state resources or otherwise re~negotiating the assistanc
agreement.

1f a2 Region is not able to provide a particular essential
type of specialized assistance to a State, the Region she
bring this corrective action requirement to the attentior
of Headguarters program managers for action as appropriat

The intent of this policy is to see that EPA assumes a
constructive approach in responding to State performance
problems. When corrective actions have failed, or EPA ar
a State cannot agree on a corrective action, the Region
may consider imposing a sanction. If a sanction is conte
plated, the performance issue should be escalated to the
highest appropriate level of EPA and the State. The foll
ing seguence should be observed whenever possible:

a. The Regional Division Director responsible for
managing the assistance agreement will raise the
issue to the attention of the Deputy Regional
Admininstrator or Regional Administrator and advisc
his/her State counterpart of this notification.
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b. The Regional Acdministrator will personally contact
the State Environmental Director or other appropriate
State manager to attempt to reach agreement on a
corrective action, and to discuss the contemplated
sanction.

c. National Program Managers should be advised of any
State program problems warranting a sqnction, and
should be notified of any final decision to take

such action. s

-t
.

d. 1If negotiations between the Regional Administrator
and State counterpart fail to solve the problem,
the Regional Administrator should judge under what
circumstances notification of the Governor-should
occur.

SANCTIONS

o Regional Administrators must recognize that national re-
sponsibility for any State environmental program continues
after the imposition of a sanction. They should make ar-
rangements for completion of crucial outstanding outputs
and should take steps to promote and sustain activities
the State is performing effectively.

o As with corrective actions, any decision to impose a
sanction must be based on EPA's particular experience
with any given State., The Regional Administrator is
responsible for determining when a problem may be signif-
icant enough to warrant such action, and for determining
the appropriate type of sanction to apply.

o Current regulations detail those sanctions traditionally
available to EPA., They include: stop-work actions,
withholding payment, suspension or termination of agree-
ment for cause, agreement annulment, and other appropriate
judicial or administrative actions. '

o Adjusting the schedule for award or release of assistance
funds, or anything other than annual release or prompt
payment of assistance funds is considered a sanction under
the terms of this policy.

o 40 CFR Part 30 Subpart L details formal procedures for
resolving EPA/State disputes concerning assistance
agreements. These procedures provide the cpportunity
for & State to document the grounds for any objections
to the imposition of a sanction and for EPA to review
its decision and address the State's objections on the
basis of a written record.

Ads24 12127 7382674 #81
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A COMMUNICATION AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY FOR
THE AGENCY'S POLICY ON PERFORMANCE=-BASED ASSISTANCE

Members of the pPolicy Group to the per formance-Based
Assistance Task Force have emphasized- the need to plan an
implementation approach for EPA's Policy on Performance-
pased Assistance. The Policy Group recommends that EPA

adopt the approach summarized below.

-

{MPLEMENTATION OBJECTIVES: >

Activities to implement the policy should serve the
following objectives:

Ensure that States, EPA Regions and Headquarters share

a common understanding and interpretation of the aAgency's
policy on Performance-Based Assistance:

Ensure that these parties follow the principles of the
policy to the full extent feasible in the FY'86 assistamnce

cycle:;

fnsure that EPA managers incorporate this policy inte
program operations in a2 manner which will sustain
implementation beyond FY'86.

SHORT-TERM COMMUNICATION: Getting the Word Out Fast

Many States and Regions will still be negotiating

FY'86

assistance agreements when the policy is approved in

April, 1985. It is essential that all states and EPA
Regions and Readquarters {senior managers, Regional project
officers and Regional grants administration staffs) receive
this policy. More importantly, they must understand lts
substance and relevance. There needs to be 2 guick effort
to broadly distribute and explain the policy, followed DY

steps

to institutionalize such understanding. This section

deals with disseminating the policy quickly.

Deputy administrator reguests Bxecutive Branch
Organizations and the National Governors' Association
to send copies of the policy as.quickly as possible
to their respective members (State program Directors,
Governocrs or State Environmental Commissioners),

and to feature it in their newslettexsS.

EPA provides briefings on policy at upcoming ERO meeting

fds P4 12178 73830824 &
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° Administratcr sends the policy to desigrated Headguarters

and Regiconal program managers.

O T, W (PR S Aty e ey

" Regional Managoment Diwicions sponsor briefinae fny
Regional staffs within one month of policy's release,
Work Group and/or Policy Group members present the policy.
Headquarters program managers may elect to send staff to
explain the policy's application to their program.

° Deputy Administrator convenes Assistant Admininstrators
for briefing on policy. ©OM3E staff available to prov1de,
briefings to program staff if requested.

° OMSE prepares and distributes questions and answers

- to ensure consistent policy interpretation.

LONGER-TERM ACCOUNTABILITY AND FEEDBACK:

l.Assuring Consistent and Ongeing Implementation

A one-time effort to disseminate the policy will not
ensure successful policy implementation. The Policy Group
believes that program managers must play an active role in
putting this policy in place. Accountability must be
clearly assigned for follow-up.

° Within one month of the policy's release, Assistant
Administrators advise the Deputy Administrator of
actions planned or taken to conform their program
guidance to this policy.

° The Office of Management Systems and Evaluation
advises the Deputy Administrator of plans to
strengthen the Operating Year Process to-
achieve early State participation in the Agency
priority-setting process, and to ensure a clearer
articulation of programs' top priorities.

° EPA Regional Administrators and Division Directors
incorporate the policy’'s implementation into
their performance standards for FY'86.

2. Evaluatingc Policy Results

Monitoring progress in implementing the policy sheould
ensure that the Agency in fact speaks with one consistent
voice on performance-based assistance. Reinforcing success
guickly, or noting implementation problems early on, should
help instituticnalize the policy.

® OMSE briefs the State-EPA Operations Committee in June

Bd 24 12129 73830824  $03
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and discusses their possible oversight role in
monitoring implementation.

Designated Work Group members including OMSE will .
evaluate Regional experience in implementing the policy,
including a review of incentives and corrective action
strategies, and may undertake other projects as necessary
to support implementation.,

Regional Administrators shouid-—submit progress report
at the conclusion of mid-and end-of-year reviews,
including steps taken to recognize State success.
Assistant Administrators' annual Regional evaluations
will measure the Regions' success in implementing

the performance-based policy. : s
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BACKGROUND

POLICY ON PCRFORMANCE~BASED ASSISTANCE

WRY WAS THE POLICY NEEDED?

© To promote improved EPA/State performance under federally-
funded continuing environmental programs.
o To provide clear expectations be tween EPA Regions and

states in managing assistance under a performance-based
system, .

o To provide for consistent approaches across all EPA

programs in applying existing regulations on State ang
local assistance {(e.g., RCRA and OW were developing
different approaches).

HOW WAS THE POLICY DEVELOPED?

o In February, 1985, the Task Force on Performance-Based
Assistance was formed. It was composed of a Policy
Group and a Work Group. OMSE developed the schedule
for the Task Force and coordinated the work., Task

Force groups met during a number of all day and half
day sessions.

© EPA Headguarters, EPA Regions, and States were represented
on both levels of the Task Force and all had an egual
voice in shaping the policy. This structure fostered
the principle of "no surprises" between EPA and States
by allowing for ideas and issues to be raised and resolved
through an open forum.

o The Policy Group, chaired by Jim Barnes, agreed on over-
riding policy principles and key concepts, discussed
outstanding issues, provided guidance to the work Group
for resolving issues, and refined policy language. (A
list of Policy Group members is attached.)

o The Work Group, coordinated by OMSE, developed the initial

framework for the policy and provided the Policy Group
with proposed policy choices and rationale for making
those choices, (A Work Group membership list is attached.)

G4s24 12132 7385024 #8535
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WHEAT ARE THE Ty FEATURES OF THE POLICY AND MAJOR I1SSUES?

Assistance Agreement

Major Features

The assistancé agreement has three components:

o Work Program .
.-"':':_/-—'
- Specifies outputs, resources; and timeframes;
- Lays out measurable and realistic commitments;

- 1s the product of negotiation between EpA Regiofis
and States.,

o Supplemental EPA Support to States

- Describes support (other than the assistance award)
EPA expects to provigde within a given yeat:

- Recognizes that 2 gtate's fulfillment of outputs may
. pe contingent upon the receipt of EPA support.

o Evaluation Plan

- Outlines EPA's schedule and scope for review;

- specifies at least one on-site review per Yyearl, perfor-
mance measures, and reporting requirements.

policy Group Discussion

The Policy Group discussed one major issue:

o Should the policy define how to achieve the correct

balance of National versus State priorities in assistance
agreements?

The Policy Group examined how assistance agreements might
address and balance both EPA and State interests. In
general, members agreed that outputs should reflect National,
State, and Regional priorities. But differences surfaced
over precisely where and how to strike this balance between
grate and National interests.

The Policy Group decided that a formula for balancing
National and State priorities would be impractical to
set because of differences between programs. Rather,
they decided that everything in the grant is negotiable,
put Regions and States should clearly understand that EPA

LRI -_‘.& _“.(,*',(.. Ol PRPI

- 4 M4 4 MmN

73063084 #A6



Y IR UM KRN R Vit HSHTA S e

RIS U I, S YT g o & e

-3

will insist through negotiations that top National priorities
as stated in the Operating Guidance be included 1in the
work program,

This approach recognizes that a workable mechanism for
defining (and limiting the number of) National priorities
exists within the Operating Guidance, and should be enhanced
if necessary to support this process, The approach also
recognizes the importance of allowing States to negotiate
activites which may not directly match National priorities,
but which may yield significang?ehvironmental results,

Assistance Oversight .

Major Features -

o Oversight should be conducted formally as part of EPA's
comprehensive program oversight of delegated programs;

o Oversight should be conducted informally through continuous
dialogue between Regions and States;

o Oversight is aimed at identifying successes and problems
of States in meeting their commitments; -

o Oversight entails jbint analysis of problems to determine
their nature, cause, and appropriate solutions;

o Oversight findings should be documented to establish
an accurate record.

Policy Group Discussion

The Policy Group discussed one major issue:

o What should the scope of grant oversight be as compared
to_comprehensive program evaluation/oversight (governed
under EPA's Policy on Oversight of Delegated Programs)?

The Policy Group discussed the relationship between
comprehensive program oversight 2nd the more narrow

review and evaluation of State performance under assistance
agreements (i.e., assistance oversight). 1In general,
members agreed that program oversight involves & broader
range of reviews and responses undertaken to promote the
overall health, quality and proyress of delegated programs.

The Policy Group agreed that assistance oversight shoulg
focus on how well a State program accomplishes the outputs
committed to in its work program. Assistance oversight
should occur as one component of EPA's comprehensive
program oversight, not as a separate process.

fd /24 12145 7363624 #
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Conseguences of Oversight

Major Features

EPA will take any of three types of actions in response to

oversight findings:

o Incentives for Goog Performance

- EPA will reward, acknowledge ang-promote State program -
successes by providing incentives for good performance;

-~ Actions include reducing level of oversight, publicizing
_successes, and creating program awards. ~

’ . . ‘g‘ rd
o Corrective Actions to Overcome Performance Problems

- EPA and States should take corrective actions hefore
EPA may impose 2 sanction;

- Corrective actions jnclude technical assistance, increased
oversight, and renegotiating assistance agreements;

- If corrective actions fail, or EPA and States can't
agree on the appropriateness of such steps, EPA must
escalate the issue according to a prescribed sequence
of management actions pefore taking a sanction:

- The escalation process includes raising the issue to
the highest Regional and State levels.,

_o Sanctions as @ Last Resort

-~ The Regional Administrator determines the need for
and type of sanction; :

- In adgdition to sanctions defined Dby regulation (withholading
payment, stop work actions, etc.), the policy includes
adjusting the schedule for award or release of funds,
or anything other than annnual release oI prompt
payment of assistance funds, as a sanction.

pPolicy Group Discussion

The Policy Group raised one major issue:

o Should quarterly OF cemi-annual release of funds be 2

sanction or a corrective action? This issue most directly
affects the RCRA program which has interpreted the scheduled
release of funds as & corrective action, not a sanction.
Calling quarterly schedules a sanction subjects any such
decision to the escalation process.
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The Policy Group decidecd that guarterly or semi-annual
releases of funds are punitive actions and, as a result,
are sanctions, not corrective actions. The latter are
cooperative efforts aimed at solving problems jidentified
through oversight. Ssanctions are to be imposed only
when these cooperative actions fail.

Q- T 74
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Administrator's Tash Force on Performance-Based Assistance

Policy Group Membersﬁig

Chairman: A. James Barnes, Acting Deputy Administrator
States

Robert Arnott, Director e

Health and Environmental Protection Office
Colorado Department of Health

Richard Carlson, Director
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

Kenneth Hagg, Director
Department of Environmental Affairs, Massachusetts

J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner
pepartment of Natural Resources, Georgia

Wallace Stickney, Director of Environmental Affairs
New Hampshire

EPA

Jack Campbell, Deputy Assistant Administrator
Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation

Lee A, DeHihns, Associate General Counsel
Office of General Counsel

Gerald Emison, Director
Office of Air Quality Planning and Stdndards

Alan Levin, Deputy Régional Administrator
Region V

Henry Longest, Deputy Assistant Administrator
Office of water

Alvin Morris, Director
water Management Division

Harvey Pippen, Director
Grants Administration Division .

John Skinner, Director
Office of Solig viaste
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Administrator's Task Force on Performance-Based Assistance
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Jim Horne oC 382-4221 W-719A PM-225
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Jerry Kurtzweg OAR 382-7435 W34l ANR-443
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'bbi Savage ASIWPCA* 624-7782 Suite 330
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)jarla White OECM 382-7550 w-G1 LE~-130B
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Don Brady ow 475-8638 E-345A WH-586
Howard: Corcoran 0GC 382-5313 W-1031 LE=-132G
George Faison OSWER 382-2221 $-256 WH-565
Richard Mitchell OARM 382-5'297 W=-3317 PM=216
STAFF
Katherine McMillan OMSE/OPPE 382-5360 W=443 PM-222
Lawrence Leahy OMSE/OPPE 382-5346 W=~409 PM=-222
Matt Perl OMSE/OPPE 382-5350 W=-405 PM=-222
Betsy Shaw OMSE/OPPE 382~5357 W=405 PM=-222
*Hall of States -
444 North Capitol
washington, D.C. 20001



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

® care:  MAR 2 0 1985

susJecT: Improving State Relations

FrRoM: Ken Fenner
Chief, Water Quality Branch

TO: Section and Unit Chiefs

We can do some simple things to improve relations with our States that we

do not need training for., We do need a little self-discipline and a conscien-
tious, consistent, concerted effort to do them., We can also apply these to our
staff and each other around the office. The results may take some time to see,
but the effort should be worth it. ,

Are you ready for a WQS 60-second lesson in improving relations with your
State counterparts and getting some results. Here it is: Please,

1. Smile at them, even when you're on the phone. Throw in a few chuckles
every so often.

2. Show some interest in them. Ask them how their weekend or vacation was,

. etc.

3. Compliment them on any and evéry positive and good thing that they

have accomplished, however small. Do this first or as soon in the
conversation as possible. Give them honest praise.

4, Be nice, even when it is difficult, and keep smiling.

5. If a problem arises, minimize it to the extent possible and get on to
the solution. Don’ t rub it in,

-~

6. Ask for things, don't tell them to do things.
7. Say "please” and “thank you".

8. Let them know that you know they are busy, but “could they provide ...
so on and so forth...?" You recognize their importance by doing this.

9. Recognize their good ideas and give them emphasis. Ask them their obinion
first, regardless of whether you think you already have the answer
you want. (You may change your mind.)

10. Be enthusiastic and encouraging about what they are doing.
11. When you are wrong or have inadvertently mislead them through the

regulatory maze say to them as soon as possible and without hesitation:
. "1 goofed, I'm sorry, I apologize for ..." and "now how can we move

ahead from here?"
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12. No matter how bad you think things have been in the past or how many
wrongs have been committed or promises broken, the past is over and done.

Today is fresh and new. Take any and every opportunity to improve matters
regardless of how small.

13. Follow up phone calls with letters and letters with phone calls -
take nothing for granted. Communicate with them. Keep lines of
communication open, even when you disagree. This will show them
that you are concerned about them and their work.

14, Remember, they want their concerns to be just as important as yours,
they want to be trusted and regarded just as much as you. And in a large
measure, your results depend on their results. They are important to us.
Treat them like you would want to be treated. You will then truly become
a manager of people with positive, productive results.

L3

Thank you, and have a good, productive day. ?



ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

No One Knows for Sure if Pollution
Controi Programs Are Really Working

-

EPA has no centralized pollution monitoring system. It relies on states and localities
and even the polluters to gather data that may not tell the agency much.

BY ROCHELLE L. STANFIELD

As a nation, we spend $45 billion a
year to control air and water pollu-
tion, but we don’t know whether we are
getting our money's worth.

“Once the laws are passed and the
regulations written, it has been assumed
the problem was taken care of,” said
Martin D. Halper, director of
the Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA) exposure
evajuation division in the Of-
fice of Toxic Substances. “But
what, in fact, is happening out
there? Are the regulations do-
ing what they are supposed to
do 10 solve the problem?”

Each EPA poliution control
program—and there are hun-
dreds of them aimed at spe-
cific environmental probiems
such as contaminated drink-
ing water, auto emissions and
municipal land fills—includes
requirements to monijtor what
is released into the environ-
ment.

But the leap from requiring
this monitoring to obtaining
useful information is long and
high, involving technical
twists, political and bureau-
cralic somersauits and inter-
governmental back flips.
“There are a host of different steps Sn
monitoring, and each one is fraught with
innumerable probiems,” said J. Clarence
Davies, executive vice president of the
Conservation Foundation.

There are two basic types of monitor-
ing, each with its own purpose and prob-
lems. To get a general impression of what
the environment is like and whether we're
making progress in cleaning it up, EPA
and the states sample the air and water—
ambient monitoring. To clean up the air

and water, the government limits the
level of pollutants that each source can
spew into the air or dump into the water.
That requires a diflerent, more precise,
emissions monitoring because it is used as
the basis fcr enforczment actions that
must withstand legal challenges.

EPA has no centralized system to mon-
nor all types of pollution. Each program

————

A -urility employee monitors air pollution.

office has its own approach and even its
own identification_code_ for_polluters
whose emissions might be subject to sev-
eral monitoring Systems. EPA doesa't col-
lect most of the data but relies on states
and localities, and the quality of the data
can vary widely. The age and condition of
some air monitoring equipment worries
some analysts, and the reliability of water
data is questioned because the monitor:
ing is conducted by the poliuters. Mea

while, scientists and engineers fight about

the types of monitoring, the placement of
the monitors and the meaning of the data
obtained.

There isn’t enough money to purchase
sufficient monitors, train those who must
operate them and analyze the resulting
data. Critics such as Davies say that is
because monitoring is a “political or-
phan.”

“It’s not 3 sexy subject, so
not only hasn't it recsived
much manpower, it hasn't
been taken very seriously,”
said Clifford S. Russell, direc-
tor of the quality of the envi-
ronment division of Resources
for the Future Inc, a “_(a__sb:

TR Twere gomg to spend
that much money to control
pollution, you'd think they'd
put a littfe more money to-
ward knowing whether we're
making progress. how fast,
where we're not and why
wé're not,” added his col-
league, senior fellow Paul R.
Portney, who estimates that
federai. state and Tocal_gov-.
érnments spend_about_$100
mnlhon ayearon_ monuonng

““In no city can | get in-
formation collected on a regu-
lar basis that tells me here’s
what is in the air | breathe if |
walk down Main Strest,” said David G.
Hawkins, assistant EPA administrator
for air and radiation in the Carter Admun-
istration and now an attorney with the
Natura] Resources Defense Council Inc.
(NRDQC).

The situation is worse for water, critics
say, because the monitoring sysiem is
even more decentralized'and the data less
reliable because they come from the pol-
luters. And monitoring of hazardous
wastes and toxic substances is even spot-
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tier because there is no consensus on what
leveis are safe.

But there is good news, even some of
the harshest critics acknowiedge. For the
past two years, EPA management offi-
cials have been trying 1o bring some sense
and coherence to the disparate monitor-
ing systems through a quality control
program. *! think EPA is serious about

trying to pay more attention to environ-
mental results now,” said Portney.

“With the expansion of the gualitz
assurance . we're beginning to
get 1o where | feel we should be.” said
Halper.

*1s everything a mess? If you look at it
as a purist, the answer is probably yes,”
said Ronald Brand, director of EPA’s
management systems and evaluation of-
fice. “If you look at it realistically and
ask, ‘Has it been good enough 1o get us to
make real progress?’—as far as | know,
nobody denies the air and water arc
cleaner now.”

AMBIENT MONITORING

It sounds simple enough to find out
how clean the air and water are: sample
them and analyze the samples.

But it’s actually quite complicated.
What kind of sam-
plers do you use?

Where do you put > —r~a
them? How many &
samples do you
take? How often?
Are the data from
different sampiers
comparable?

“You can deter-
minc the outcome of
monitoring by where
you put the moni-
tor.” said Davies.
“How far is it from
the nearest factory
outlet into a stream
or smokestack? That
makes a big differ-
ence in the resuits.™
A Burbank (Calil.)
air sampler once was
located at the end of
an airport runway,
for example, resuli-
ing in incredibly
high, and misieading, air pollution read-
ings for the city.

EPA has a national ambient air quality
monitoring_sysiem bul no national_net-
work_for ambient water’ _monitoring. in-
stead, the agency contracts with the indi-
vidual _states_1g_monitor water as a
condition of receiving fcderal water pollu-
uon aid. While EPA has umiorm guide-
lines for collecting the sampilcs, analyzing
them and reporting the resuits, quality
assurance has always been a problem.

Researchers who want 10 use the data say
they have a lot of trouble making sensc of
it. They are never sure how comprehen-
sive the sampling is and whether the daia
are comparable across state lines. .

EPA does not_even_use the data for its

nationa] reports, relying instead on sepa-
raie nauonal surveys that it conducts. But
those survey results are generaily spotty,
providing a snapshot of water conditions,
not 2 well-rounded picture over time, say
the critics. To get the full picture, EPA
and researchers use data collected by the
U.S. Geological Survey.

But that has problems t00. While re-
searchers have a lot of confidence in the
data coilected by the Geological Sur-
vey—it takes pienty of samples and exer-
cises good quality control—they com-
plain that because the Geological
Survey's network was set up to measure
quantity, not quality, of water, the sam-
plers arc in the wrang places, far from the
sources of pollution at the end of water-
shed basins.

“It's terrific_for long-life pollu(zms
that d_on t degrade or sink to the bottom™
ofThc river, said Davies. But “that's not

ny poilutants, The Iarge particles that

sink 1o the bottom don't show up becaise

Chﬂbrd S. Russeil of Resources for tlze F uture Inc.
.‘ '/ -

they've dxsappcarcd" by the time the wa-

ter they're in gets to the sampling’station.

EPA's anm aitoring s
is more successful. While the bulk of the
data collection and analysis is done by
state and local governments. the monitor-
ing is more uniform and is conducted
under 2 much more watchlul {ederal eye.

Nearly all the 5,000 state and local air
monitors are in the right place, operating
properly and in compiiance with EPA
rulcs, an agency audit found last year.

The audit also concluded that “most
agencies are providing the required preci-
sion and accuracy [of] data.”

The program did not aiways receive
such high marks. In 1979, the General
Accounting Office (GAO) found that 72
per cent of the monitors were in the
wrong place. 58 per cent of the equip-
ment was the wrong kind and 81 per cent
of the sites had probiems “which could
adversely affect the data’s rehability.”
Following that study, EPA imposed new
monitoring requirements on state and lo-
cal air pollution control agencies. A fal-
low-up study in 1982 found some¢ im-
provements—made slowly and at great
cost—and many remaining problems and
inadequacies.

*1 think a fair characterization [of the
national air monitoring system] is that it
had fairly large problems through the
mid-1970s, that it's reaily getting better
but that cverything's not hunky-dory,”
said S. William Becker, executive secre-
tary of the state and local air pollution
control administrators’ organizations.
The expected life of an air monitor is five
years. for example, and an air adminis-
trators’ survey last year found that the
average age of monitors was 5.1 vears.

The monitors

it might work and the

~ states might be
sending in accurate
data. but too few
data are coilected to
gel an accurate
reading of the air’s
condition, critics
say. “It’s as if you
had a television set
which showed only
every 10th line and
everything eise was
black.” the NRDC’s

Hawkins said

“Even though that

line is clear, you

don't get a very good
picture of what's
happening.™

EPA reguires
metropolitan areas

10 have two or three

carbon monoxide

monitors, for exam-
ple. while many more are necessary. he
said. In fact, many large cities voluntarily
have instalied several times the required
number, according to Hawkins. But 1o
ge! an accurate reading of the air sur-
rounding a rural power plant, the plant
shouid be ringed with sulfur dioxide mon-
itors, said Hawkins, and one monitor 1s
the norm.

“There's not enough money—not just
in the budget but in the whole universe—
to monitor cvery place where people
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breathe,” said Joseph A. Cannon, until
recently assistant EPA administrator for
air and radiation and now a Washington
attorney. “So you have to make assump-
tions.”

Those assumptions take the form of
compiex mathematical models of the air
quality based on information gathered by
monitoring, climatic conditions and other
factors. Critics question the data used in
the models. Robert W. Crandall. a senior
fellow at the Brookings Institution, at-
tacks the sulfur dioxide models, for exam-
ple, because they assume that scrubbing
devices on utility boilers work all the time
even though they are frequently broken.

Mathematical models are often used
by government to justify requiring the
installation of expensive pollution con-
trols and by industry to avoid those con-
trols. Cannon recailed an instance where
EPA models showed the need for poilfu-
tion controls on a power plant, while New
York State and industry models showed
there was no nesd.

Modeis versus monitors is becoming a
more controversial issue as EPA makes a
fundamental change in how- i measures
soot, dust and other particles in the air.
[nstead of measimng the iotal amount of~
particies, it is going

10 require_that_the
tiny particles—
which are the_most_
dangerous to

health—be mea-
sured separately.
[See NJ, 3/17/84, p.
516.)

That will require
new air samplers,
which EPA has just
purchased. But
there was only
enough money in the
budget to buy 665
new machines—
only about a third of
what is needed, ac-
cording to Becker.
Cannon says more
monitors area’t re-
quired because the
mathematical mod-
els show that many
areas are very un-
likely 10 violate the new standards, arq so
wouid not need the new monitors. The
models will be used 10 predict which
areas are most likely to violaie the new
standards and 1hus require_the new air
samplers agq_smctcr controis.

Becker strongly disagrees that states
will beable 15 enforce e regulations based
on mathematical probabcht-cs 1es of noncom-
pliance with the new standard. “If I'm an
industry and a state regulator comes 10
me and says, ‘We think that because this

ade

area has 3 50 per cent probability of
exceeding the standard, you need to
spend $1 mullion putting on controis,’
that's not going to fly,” said Becker. “We
need good monitoring data so we can say,
*Listen, you are operating in an area in
violation of the standard so, we have to
crunch down on the controls.’ ™

EMISSIONS SAMPLINGS

Comrouing pollution at the source is
this country's approach 1o cicamng up the
eavironment.

Before a potential industrial polluter
can release anything into the air or water,
it must get a government permit that
spells cut how much pollution is permit-
ted and what equipment must be installed
to meet those limits. The best way to
check compliance with these require-
ments is 10 monitor what comes out of the
smokestack or sewage pipe.

A regulator's dream would be for each
stack and pipe to be equipped with a
machine to keep track of emissions and
ring a bell when the rules are violated.
For the foreseeabie future, that's techno-
logically, politically and economically im-
possible. Instead, federal, state and local
governments have established emissions

S. William Becker of the state administrators’ grou;;

monitoring systems based on periodic in-
spections of the polluters that everyone
agrees have a lot of problems.

The closest thing to the regulator's
dream machine are continuous_emissions
monitors on some utility and industrial
smokestacks. Several hundred of the
many thousand boilers that burn fossil
fuels (the source of most sulfur dioxide
pollution) are equipped with these moni-
tors. But EPA and the states are permit-
ted 10 use the data collected from the

handful of monitors on brand new boiiers
only to enforce the sulfur dioxide stan-
dards against those pollution sources.

EPA is working on regulations that
would aflow the agency to use the data
from more monitors as an enforcement
tool. But even when these regulations are
implemented, the majority of old boil-
ers—probably aiso the dirtiest—wil} still
not be required to install continyous emis-
sions monitors.

In the absence of continuous emissions

monitors,_sulfur_dioxide pollution from

most coal-fired power plants is measured
by sampling the coal and calculating the

ﬂn_iIS_S_iEQ'!_ff_em_Li&.s.uimr_c..oment__qf _the
coal. EPA enforcement officials say this

p—, .
is an imprecise measure, at best.

Reguiar monitoring of poiluters for
compliance with other air quality regula-
tions is practically nonexistent. State en-
forcement agencies inspect the pollution
control equipment to make sure it is in-
stalled and working properly. But these
inspections are very expensive, and so the
states average only one inspection of each
polluter a year—twice a year for the very
large prlluters—according tc a survey by
Resources for the Future.

“An inspector is sent in once a year, 50
you know that they
are in compliance
right aow,” said
Bern Steigerwald,
director of the office
of regional programs
in EPA's air quality
policy and standards
division. “But you
don’t know whether
they are in compli-
ance 10 hours after
your visit or two
weeks before it.”

An additional
problem is that
nearly ail of these in-
spections are an-
nounced a week in
advance, in part be-
cause of the ambigu-
ities in the case
law concerning so-
called warrantless
searches.

“1t’s not really as
bad as it sounds,™ said Becker. “It's tough
{for the poiluters] to sweep everything
under the rug because the inspectors go
through all their records. And the states
;enerally know who the bad actors are.

" Emissions monitoring for water pollu-
tion is more consistent thdn for air poliu-
tion, but the r:habnhzy of the data tends
1Q be_qieixoned bccause the momlormg

is done by the p poﬂux:rs Holders of water
pallution permits iave to take samples of
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the effluent they discharge, have it ana-
lyzed in a certified testing lab and report
the results to the state or EPA. Filing
faise reports carries a heavy fine.

In addition, state poliution control
agencies told Resources for the Future
that they inspect large sources of pollu-
tion about three times a year, small
sources about every eight months. “If the
fox is guarding the chicken coop, you'd
like someone to go in from time to time
and check his teeth for feathers,” said
Russell, who conducted the survey.

The NRDC has found other reasons
for the polluters to file accurate reports—
generally nothing happens to them when
they report violations of their permits.
NRDC studied monitoring reports for
2.200 major industrial permit holders in
21 states and found that 90 per cent of
them had at least one violation over the
course of a year and more than 30 per
cent reported significant recurring viola-
tions. In very [ew cases did the s1ate take
action against them, says the NRDC.

NRDC and other environmental orga-
nizations have filed suits in all 21 states.
NRDC'’s suit against Bethlehem Sieel
Co.’s Baltimore (Md.) plant for consis-
tently violating its permit, cites the com-
pany's own reports 3s evi-
dence. The company,
however, coatends that the re-
ports are inaccurate.

TOXIC POLLUTANTS

After 15 years of wresiling
with the problems of monitor-
ing air_and water pollution
control efforts, EPA now
faces the far more complex
job of tracking toxic pollut-
ants.

“There are a whole lot of
toxics, many times the num-
ber of conventional poilut-
ants,” said the Conservation
Foundation's Davies. “There
are no good methods of moni-
toring them. The methods
they have are very very expen-
sive and they're not willing o
spend a lot of money.” he said.

The fundamental problem
is lack of agreement within
the scientific community on

how much, il any. of a toxic pollutant can '

be safely left in the air or water. Parily for
that reason, EPA has been very siow to
set standards for allowabie levels of joxic
pollutants. particularly in the air.

The 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments
iold EPA to evaiuate hazardous poilut-
ants. EPA has chosen 37 1o study to
determine whether they shouid be regu-
lated. So far, less than 2 dozen have becn
regulated, although former EPA admin-
istrator William D. Ruckelshaus prom-

Conservationist J. Clarence Davies

ised Congress in 1983 that EPA would
evaluate all 37 by the end of this year.
{See NJ, 11717/84, p. 2200.)

“Thirty-seven is not 2 magic number.
There are no magic numbers,” said
Becker. The states and localities 'don't
know whether to reguiate 37 or 337 air
toxics. Philadelphia regulates 99 of
them.”

Once EPA, the states and the localities
decidc which toxics 10 look for, they face
real probiems monitoring them. ~You're
taiking about compounds present in the
air in concentrations a thousandth of the
level™ of conventional pollutants, said
Steigerwald. Still, many scientists believe
these traces could be deadly over time.

Monitoring these substances is thus
much more complicated and requires
highly trained technicians. “We're not at
the stage where you buy somcthing, un-
pack the box and plug it in,” said
Steigerwald.

Stcigerwald is oversceing an EPA
project 10 test air toxic monitoring equip-
ment_in_Boston, Chicago and Houston.

The initial plan was for a network of 15-
20 monitoring stations around the coun-
try. “But that didn't make it through the
budget process—not because of the

g NS ;’1-

,money but because the methodology

couldn’t be explained soundly,” said
Brand of EPA’s management office. “Ev-
ery state wants 10 set up an air toxics
monitoring effort, but before you make
that investment, you cught 1o be sure it
tells you something.”

Becker is not satisfied with that an-
swer. “There is no excuse for not estab-
lishing a nationwide air toxics monitoring
system that could give the public, Con-
gress and federal. state and local agencies

assurance about what is out there,” he
said. “Yet we're going to play around for
three or four years with experiments in
three cities.”

There is no uniform or systematic ap-
proach (0 monitoring toxics i water. ei-
ther. That is being handled through indi-
vidyal_industrial permits and a program
just getting off the ground that requires
municipal sewage systems (o oversee the
pretreatment of toxic industrial wastes
before they are dumped into the sewers.
(See NJ, 2/9/85. p. 312.) )

As EPA begins to regulate new kinds
of pollution—air and water toxics.
groundwaler and wetlands contamina-
tion——it also has to set up new monitoring
networks to track the results. And EPA
wants to make sure these monitoring svs-
tems are more effective than the agency's
past efforts. .

“Setting up a network costs money.”
said Brand. “So before you set it up, you
want to know first if it is designed to
capture what you want. Of course, whai
everybody wants is everything. We have
10 have a strategy and we have to make
choices.”

EPA is aiso reviewing existing monitor-
ing networks. Its Office of Rescarch and
Development is in the early stages of a
multiyear project, called data quality ob-
jectives, 10 examine each monitoring svs-
tem.

The reviews focuses on a series of basic
questions, such as why the dawa are
needed. “Il you don’t answer that ques-
tion, you can’t tell whether the monitor-
ing data is good, bad or indifferent.” said
Brand. Other questions inciude the qual-
ity of data needed—whether just enough
to see trends or accurate enough to stand
up in court—and how to make sure the
nceded accuracy is obtained.

Brand’s office is approaching monitor-
ing from a broader management perspec-
tive in its "“environmental results™
project, which is trying lo tie monitoring
into agency decision _making. His effort
asks questions such as what the agency is
trying to accomnplish environmentally and
how it will be abie to tell whether it 1s
succezding.

“We'll never have a consumer price
index of the environment, although that's
what everybody would love,” said Brand.
“But | think we will end up with a famuily
of indi t will give a picture of the
environment_and how it is changing.”

Critics praise the intent of these
projects. Some, such as Russell, believe it
will lead to real monitoring improvements
within a2 few years. Others, such as Da-
vies, are much more skeptical. “So far as
} am aware of, they're not really making
improvements in the momitoring itself. If
things were going right with monitoring.
that really would be a big story.” g
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Monitoring

In FY 84, the Agency in an effort to give greater emphasis and focus to monitoring,
required each National Program to develop a monitoring strategy. For the effort
begun in FY 84, all the National Programs were required to update their monitoring
strategies annually by May 25, of each fiscal year. Attachment A is a copy of

the Guidance given to each National Program for updating the monitoring strategies
in FY 85. Listed below are the current monitoring activities of each Program:

Air - Part 58 of the Air Monitoring regulations are being revised and are
expected to be promulgated by the end of FY 85. The revised regulations will
reflect greater emphasis on quality assurance.

The Toxics Monitoring Program is another major activity for FY 85. It is being
implemented at a snail pace at the State and Regional level. Also, the recently
completed Philadelphia study tested out 4 or 5 different methods for monitoring

air toxicants. Chicago (SE Chicago) is 1 of 3 cities that is a continuation of the
study began in Philadelphia. The Region and IEPA are monitoring for heavy metals
and toxic organic compounds.

Water - The Office of Water (OW) as a result of last year's monitoring strategy is
revising the Water Monitoring and WLA program guidance and will be implemented

in FY 86. There have been 2 drafts; none final as yet. The Guidance asks

for more bio-monitoring, ames test, toxics data, and more site/and specific
analyses to support the issuance of toxic based pemits. This is a slight shift
away from the ambient data focus. Also, data integration is another major activity
in FY 85. The Region and Headquarters want to be able to look at ambient data

and effluent data to do better water quality modeling.

Pesticides - The National program is working closely with OSWER (RCRA program
staff) and OW to better define and support groundwater contamination and non-point
source incidents resulting from pesticides. Also, the National program has been
tasked with the Lust survey. The survey is looking at health effects and other
implications due to product use or misuse of pesticides.

Groundwater Strategy - The National strategy is to fill the gaps where the regu-
lations of the programs are not covering monitoring and synthesize the data that
are produced by the different agencies (USGS, Agriculture, EPA, State and Tocal
agencies) for the purpose of improving the methods for doing ground-water moni-
toring. Also, Headquarters is working with EMSL and the I1linois Water Survey
Agency on better collection and analyses methods. This is a pilot project.

RCRA Groundwater monitoring - OSWER will be coming out with better regulations
on ground-water monitoring for the RCRA program. Promulgation date for these
regulations is not known.
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MAR 11 1985

THE ADMINISTRATOR

MEMORANDUM FOR: Assistant Administrators
SUBJECT: FY 1985 Monitoring Strategy Updates

EPA's environmental policy requires programs to develop
monitoring strategies and update them annually. This memorandum
provides guidance to programs on preparing these updates which
are due May 25, 1985.

e ——————

If you have any questions on the following guidance, please
contact Ron Brand, in the Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation
at 382-4028.

1985 Monitoring Strateqgqy Updates

For all the offices that prepared strategies last Spring I
am requesting a brief (five to twenty page) update. The strategy
updates should contain two major sections which:

. o Document substantial changes in monitoring policies,
plans, networks and activities which have occurred
since the 1984 strategies were submitted, and

o Describe a few (e.g., two to five) monitoring activities
or programs which you determine are most in need of
improvement during the next year or more.

The offices developing new monitoring strategies, such as
ground water, should refer to the 1984 monitoring strategy guidance
(attached), although some modifications may be appropriate.

A. Information on Substantial Changes in Monitoring

The first section of the monitoring strategy update
should document any substantial changes in the office's monitoring
policies, plans, programs and activities since the last strategies
were completed. Examples of "substantial changes" include:

Newly identified information needs

New monitoring networks

Shifts in the pollutants and parameters of interest

Major changes in the areas where monitoring is performed

Progress in the development of new monitoring data
systems

o New research monitoring programs.

00000
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If basic changes in policy or extensive changes to monitoring
programs have been made, you should provide revised monitoring
strategies rather than summarize the changes.

B. Information on Monitoring Areas For Improvement

The second section should present a few areas the program
proposes for improvement in order to meet critical program,
Regional and State information needs. 1In selecting these areas,
programs should first consider their overall environmental goals
and priorities and explain briefly how the monitoring proposals
are related to achieving them., Possible areas for improvement
include maintaining or enhancing existing programs, cross-cutting
issues such as providing improved data processing and quality
assurance, and developing new monitoring networks. This section
should also include a brief explanation of why each monitoring
area is in need of improvement and what actions are proposed to
address these shortcomings. The Regional Administrators for
each lead Region are responsible for advising the appropriate
Assistant Administrators in this process.

The preparation of the 1985 monitoring updates should provide
a basis for your planning for the FY 1987 monitoring budget
requests. We will have a special review on EPA's monitoring
hudget again this summer.

Review of EPA Monitoring Strategies

In reviewing the 1985 monitoring updates, I am particularly
interested in how changes in environmental monitoring activities
relate to meeting our environmental goals and priorities. I will
be raising very basic questions, some of which are described below.
You may find them useful in deciding what areas to focus on and
what changes to recommend.

o0 Do the changes in monitoring move the program closer to
the goals of EPA's monitoring policy?

o Are the areas for improvement closely linked to Agency
and program goals?

o Does the program have the monitoring information it needs
to:

- Measure progress in meeting EPA's longer-term
environmental goals?

- Assess achievement of nearer-term program operating
objectives?

0 Where improvements are proposed, are there clear definitions
of the major uses and users of the monitoring information
to be collected? Are unmet information needs identified?
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o Do the proposals take advantage of opportunities to
coordinate activities across programs?

© In the areas selected for improvement, do the updates
address how Headquarters programs will provide technical
leadership and what actions are needed to build improved
monitoring capabilities in the Regional, State, and
private laboratories?

o Do proposals for improvement in selected areas provide
adequate information for analyzing their feasibility,
resource and timing needs, and the organizations which
must work together to bring about effective changes?

o What will the program office and EPA be able to do better
as a result of implementing the proposals for improvement
and, conversely, what would be lost if we do not move
forward with them?

Schedule for the 1985 Monitoring Strategies

I will review the monitoring strategy updates in June. The
special analysis of the FY 1987 monitoring budget requests will

be conducted in July.
C::>¥é:-\\/\———~:Q\}£3f»¢—\7

Lee M. Thomas
Attachment

cc: Regional Administrators
ESD Directors



Attachment

Guidance for the

1984 Environmental Monitoring Strategies

December 14, 1983



GUIDANCE FOR PREPARING ENVIRONMENTAL
MONITORING STRATEGIES

INTRODUCTION

This document is the companion piece to the Environmental
Protection Agency's Monitoring Policy Statement and provides
guidance to the program offices for preparing environmental
monitoring strategies. Programs' draft strategies are due
April 4, 1984; final strategies are due May 25, 1984.

PURPOSE OF STRATEGIES : y

Systematic and well thought out environmental monitoring that
meets the Environmental Protection Agency's needs for a wide range
of information is essential for the overall credibility of the
Agency's programs.

The Monitoring Policy specifies that each line program
(Office of Air and Radiation, Office of Water, Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response, Office of Pesticides and Toxic
Substances, and Office of Research and Development) will develop
program monitoring strategies. Having written monitoring
strategies for each program that address similar aspects of
monitoring should give managers and staff throughout the Agency
a better understanding of the many environmental monitoring
efforts under way. It should also improve coordination of moni-
toring activities between programs, between Headquarters and the
Regions, and between EPA and State and local agencies conducting
environmental monitoring. Finally, preparing monitoring strategies
will also be a way to identify where monitoring that is needed
is not under way, problems with monitoring that need improvement,
and activities that are duplicative of other programs' efforts
or that are not effective and need to be corrected.

APPRCACH

This guidance follows the outline for monitoring strategies
included as an attachment to the Monitoring Policy. Each program's
monitoring strategy should:

o Define the full range of its environmental data needs,

o Outline how those needs are being and will be met,

o Identify problem areas and present specific actions
that will be taken to address them, and

o Provide schedules for achieving key interim and final
monitoring milestones.

In preparing its strategy, each program office should consider
each point of the Policy Statement to ensure that the strategy

is consistent with the Policy. Specifically the goals and objec-
tives for Agency monitoring activities stated in the Policy are
to:

o Meet the full range of current and future Agency needs
for environmental data.
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© Ensure monitoring is technically and scientifically
Sound.

o Ensure environmental monitoring data are managed to
facilitate both access and appropriate use in Agency
decision making.

o Ensure effective and coordinated Agency-wide processes
for planning and execution of monitoring activities.

o Ensure that roles and responsibilities are clear in
regard to monitoring management and implementation by
EPA and State officials.

More than one strategy may be necessary for some offices.,
For example, a program might choose to develop one strategy to
deal with compliance monitoring and data reported by sources and
another strategy to deal with ambient and other types of moni-
toring. Also, some programs may already have existing strategies
that fulfill most or all of the elements of a strategy as specified
by the Policy. If so, programs may use existing strategies and
supplement them as needed. Because many offices will be reviewing
the strategies to ensure coordination, the strategies or supple-
mental material should adhere to the outline as closely as possible.

The strategies should be succinct, with the length of each
strategy not expected to exceed 50 pages.

This guidance is not intended to be comprehensive for every
aspect of a strategy, nor is it intended to inhibit a program
office's creativity in preparing its strategy. Furthermore, not
all elements of a strategy outlined in the guidance will be
equally applicable to all monitoring activities. For example,
some programs require much more coordination with States than
other programs. Therefore, programs should try to cover the
items in the guidance but should not be constrained to those
items,

CONTENT OF STRATEGIES

SECTION 1: PROGRAM'S MONITORING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES AND
ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION NEEDS

A clear statement of the program's monitoring goals, objec-
tives and environmental information needs, including both narrow
operational and broader long-term needs, is perhaps the most
important section of the strategy. This section should answer
why such information is needed, what questions are to be answered,
what decisions will be based on the monitoring information, and
what the relative priorities of these needs are.

Some statutes mandate certain monitoring, or specify
activities that require monitoring, in order to carry out the
activities., These legislated activities and related monitoring
requirements should be identified in this section of the strategy.
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In preparing this section of their strategies, programs
should refer to the information needs that are listed in the
Monitoring Policy. Examples of questions that a program should

‘ consider when developing its strategy are:

A. What Data Will the Program Collect to Make Assessments

of Status, Trends, and Emerging Problems?

(o]

For which chemicals, class of chemicals, or other
parameters will national, Regional, State and local
environmental baselines and measurement of trends

be established? Some baselines and trends may have
already been established by existing monitoring
networks or programs, and these should be identified
in the monitoring strategy.

For which populations or species will monitoring data

be collected to allow exposure and risks to be assessed?
What environmental damage, such as corrosion and/or
impairment of aesthetics, will be assessed?

For what types of problems and for which chemicals or
class of chemicals will monitoring be done to detect
emerging problems?

B. What Monitoring Will the Program Do to Support Operational

Needs?

o]

What rulemaking, including the chemicals, class of
chemicals or industrial processes, will be supported
by monitoring?

For which sources or classes of sources is compliance
to be determined? What are the relative priorities
of these sources for compliance monitoring?

For which ambient standards will compliance be
determined?

What is the anticipated level of enforcement monitoring
that will be required?

What specific control activities will be monitored to
evaluate program effectiveness? In what terms will
effectiveness be measured (e.qg., environmental quality,
exposure, and/or risk)?

C. What Research is Planned for Developing New or Improving

Existing Monitoring Methods Such as Instrumentation,

Network Design, Sample Collection and/or Analysis?

This list of questions is not intended to be an exhaustive
list or apply equally to all programs. However, programs should
define their monitoring data needs as precisely as possible,
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Also, because some data often can be used for more than one

purpose, programs may want to display their needs in a table or
matrix.

SECTION 2: DESCRIBE THE EXTENT TO WHICH NEEDS ARE NOW BEING MET

This section of the strategy should describe the existing
networks and/or other monitoring efforts. 1In addition, the strategy
should describe which environmental information needs identified
in Section 1 are being fulfilled by the current monitoring efforts
and how they are being met.

This section should identify each monitoring program or
individual project and describe for each the:

o Goals and objectives
o Data needs that are being satisfied or will be
satisfied.

This section also should identify the additional monitoring
needed, beyond that which currently is conducted, to fulfill the
environmental information needs identified in Section 1 of the
strategy. This additional monitoring should be described in
terms of the type and extent of the networks and/or other projects
or special studies, or the source oriented monitoring efforts
that are needed.

Limitations exist with any monitoring system; not all
environmental information needs can be met by any one given
monitoring effort. These limitations should be discussed. For
example, if the network or monitoring system design is stratified
to develop a national baseline but not to target on potential
hot spots or localized concentrations, or if monitoring is for
hot spots or priority areas and not for an overall baseline,
this should be made clear. If exposure to pesticides is being
monitored by an adipose network, it should be made clear what
pesticides can be detected using that network and how or whether
the program plans to track pesticides that would not show up
using that method (e.g., plans to analyze for metabolites in
body fluids).

SECTION 3: OUTLINE THE PROGRAM'S PLAN FOR MONITORING TO MEET
THESE NEEDS

This section should clearly identify the program's priorities
for the current and proposed monitoring activities described
above. (Provide the relative priority and approximate costs of
each program in terms of personnel and contract dollars.)
Programs should indicate priorities in two ways: (1) assuming
existing approved levels of program resources, including transfers
of resources into or out of monitoring activities; and (2) assuming
some additional resources. The strategies should clearly indicate
alternatives regarding allocation of resources to monitoring.
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The quality assurance project plans that are reguired and
their status should be referenced. For each monitoring effort,
the title and date of issuance of completed quality assurance
project plans should be included. 1If quality assurance plans
have not been prepared, the schedule for completion of the project
plans should be included.

SECTION 4: DESCRIBE BOW DESIGN, SAMPLING, HANDLING, CHEMICAL
ANALYSIS, DATA ANALYSIS AND DATA PROCESSING WILL BE CARRIED
OUT TO ASSURE (1) REPRESENTATIVENESS AND (2) OUANTIFICATION
OF OVERALL ERROR BOUNDS

The strategy should include sufficient detail about how
the monitoring will be conducted to give the reader a clear
understanding of the data that will be produced by the effort.

It is important that the representativeness and the confidence
one can expect in the data be as clear as possible.

SECTION 5: DESCRIBE LINKAGES WITH OTHER PROGRAMS, INCLUDING
MONITORING PROGRAMS, CRITERIA AND STANDARDS, RISK ASSESSMENT
AND ENFORCEMENT: DESCRIBE LINKAGES WITH OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

There are -several areas where improved coordination would
be very beneficial. Some linkages may have already been established
between or among monitoring programs and need only be described
in the strategy. Other coordination efforts need to be developed
and clarified. The strategies should address the areas that
generally need better coordination and provide specific plans
for improving coordination. The areas to be covered are:

o Intra-Program Coordination. Monitoring activities within
programs that potentially should be better coordinated
include a program's monitoring to support criteria and
standards, risk assessment and enforcement activities
within a program or across programs.

o Inter-Program Coordination. Perhaps the greatest short-
term opportunities for improved coordination are inter-program
monitoring of ground water contaminants by the Drinking
Water, RCRA, and Superfund programs, and coordination of
toxic air pollutant monitoring and data reporting among
the Air, RCRA, and Superfund programs.

o Coordination among Federal Agencies. Some legislation is
very specific about establishing coordination among different
Federal agencies. The Clean Water Act and Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act state this clearlv.
Other legislation, while not as specific, also requires
coordination, such as between Superfund and the Centers
for Disease Control. 1In general, Federal monitoring is
not well coordinated despite significant potential benefits.
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o Research and Development Support. Each program office will
need to identify the research support it will need from
ORD. ORD should address analytical methods development,
development and distribution of quality control samples,
development of standard reference materials through the
National Bureau of Standards, development of anticipatory
monitoring networks, and monitoring for developing models
as well as other areas.

o Technical Assistance to the States. What technical assis-~
tance is needed by the States in order to help ensure that
programs can be carried out?

- Lab support for the more difficult samples
- Training
- Quality control assistance

o EPA Regional Labs and Field Support. What lab and field
support do the Regions need to provide to carry out the
monitoring objectives? This support should be stated
specifically enough to be used in planning equipment
purchases and staffing.

o Contract Support. The contract support that is planned
to support monitoring should be described, including the
provisions for ensuring the quality control of the data.

SECTION 6: IDENTIFY TECHNICAL BARRIERS, ISSUES, AND OPPORTUNITIES

Many monitoring efforts can be envisioned that can not be
readily implemented due to lack of appropriate analytical pro-
cedures or other technical limitations. Also, opportunities may
exist for collecting data more directly related to a program's
needs by developing or incorporating new technigues.

This section should clearly identify any barriers, issues,
and opportunities so that they can be dealt with as systematically
as possible.

SECTION 7: CLARIFY THE RESPECTIVE RESPONSIBILITIES OF VARIOUS
HEADQUARTERS OFFICES, THE REGIONS, AND STATE AND INCLUDING
LOCAL PROGRAMS

It will become increasingly important to clarify the respective
roles and responsibilities of EPA Headguarters, Regional Offices,
and State and local agencies. This will be particularly important
for State and local agencies, since many States and communities
have multiple agencies responsible for EPA monitoring, which can
further complicate coordination.
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SECTION 8: IDENTIFY DATA PROCESSING AND DATA ANALYSIS TASKS

In order to ensure that the monitoring data collected are
used most effectively, programs should develop a strategy for
using environmental data and explain how data will be stored
and made accessible to users, and how such data will ultimately
influence program management,

Storage Systems

© Programs should describe existing and planned storage
systems for environmental data, including current
problems.

- What system will be used to store data from each
monitoring activity or network?

- Who will input the data and how often will this be
done?

- What problems have there been?

Processing and Analysis

o Programs should describe current and needed data processing
and data analysis capability.

- What types of analyses are and will be conducted with
the data? Who will carry out the analyses and how often?

- How will data be made accessible and to whom?

- How compatible are systems within a program? With the
systems of other programs?

Program Management Support

o0 Programs should explain how the data supports program
management,

~ How will the results of analyses be used?

~ What types of reports will result from the analyses?
For whom are they prepared?

Coordination of Activities

0 Where programs have identified potential and existing
multiprogram use of monitoring data, the strategy
should describe how data storage, retrieval, and analysis
will be coordinated to support multiprogram application,
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SECTION 9: PROVIDE A SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

The strategy should be written specifically enough so that
once Sections 1 through 4 have been completed, milestones can be.
identified and included in the Strategy. Some of the milestones
may relate to developing networks, some to completing final products,
and some to assessing compliance of a certain class of sources.
Some of the final products may be more than a year in the future;
interim milestones should be included.

APPENDIX: COST AND OTHER RELEVANT RESOURCE ISSUES

For information to be available in development of
the FY 1986 Agency budget, programs should include in a separate
section (not for Agency-wide distribution) a more detailed presen-
tation of their resource needs. This section should elaborate
on the costs described in Section 2, and discuss costs of moni-
toring activities and relative priorities. 1Ideally, costs should
be described in terms of funding, positions, extramural funding,
and State grant funding. The costs should be identified in terms
of planning, field efforts and sampling, laboratory support, data
handling, quality assurance, data analysis, and data interpretation,
(Guidance for this appendix needs to be developed with the
Comptroller's Office.)



{/ AT I

FY'85-86 OUTREACH STRATEGY
OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

INTRODUCTION

The need for active public involvement in the Agency's programs has long
been recognized, Points of access into the agency's decision-making
process are numerous and well known. As a result, the agency's various
constituent publics have been ahle to positively improve the agency's
policy and program initiatives.

This strategy addresses the need for the Region to be proactive in
informing and educating the public about itself -- our mission, goals and
objectives, as well as the limitations under which we must work. There
has not been a coordinated, comprehensive attempt to target our outreach
efforts in such a way as to maximize the exposure of the Region's spokes-
persons,

The outreach strategy seeks to identify, in a coherent and coordinated

fashion, opportunities to explain the agency's programs and the rationale

which underline them, The overall goal is to create a broad based understanding
of the agency's mission, N

The strategy is proactive. We cannot simply wait for opportunities to

come to us. We must identify which constituents we want to speak to and
identify the most advantageous opportunities to do so. We must then

actively promote our participation. In targeting constituents for outreach,

we must be careful not to overlook any our various publics. We will consider
all of our constituents, but will direct our efforts toward areas of particular
importance based on Agency and Regional priorities and needs,

While this "Outreach Strategy" has been developed by the Region's Office of
Public Affairs (OPA), its success is dependent on the commitment of the
Region as a whole to keep the public informed about and involved in our
activities.

It should also be recognized that Region V programs conduct public outreach
efforts which are not addressed in this Strategy. The Strategy presents
three aspects of outreach for increased emphasis over the next year and a
half; it is not meant to be all inclusive,

ime Frame. The strategy's planning and implementation time frame goes
from March 1, 1985 to (October 1, 1984,

The complexities of the outreach process - including contacts, scheduling,
and the like, requires a time line which stretches beyond the current
Fiscal Year. This is dictated more by the olanning horizons necessary o
impact the activities of targeted constitutent groups than oy constraints
on our own actijvities.



DEFINITION OF THE STRATEGY

The Qutreach Strategy has three major components each involving a number of
activities: Press Outreach, RA/DRA Qutreach, and Program Specific OQutreach.

I. PRESS QUTREACH.

Goal: To increase opportunities to better acquaint the press with the Agency's
roles and activities.

Press releases, press inquiries, interviews, story background, and briefing
comprise the normal press/EPA interaction. However, beyond these routine
activities, Region V will notify editors/reporters in advance of the selected
visits of the RA, DRA, or Division/Office Directors in their area. The purpose
of the notification is to allow local media representatives to request and
schedule interviews/background briefings with top EPA managers. [t is not a
process which attempts to manufacture news or to set up pointless briefings.

It is a process designed to increase opportunities for local media to meet with
EPA officials.

Recognizing that it is not always practical (or desirable) to be available to
the press, the RA/DRA and Division/Office Directors will select which trips
from their schedule travel they wish to flag for "Qutreach". In order to
give advance notice to the media, OPA must be informed about planned speaking
engagements as early as possible. Programs should routinely inform OPA of
planned speaking engagements. OPA will develop a speaking calendar which
will be continuously updated and forwarded to Headquarters for inclusion in
their speakers' calendar.

Media sources will be notified of selected scheduled speaking engagements for
the RA, DRA, and Division/Office Directors and sent information packets which
will include: The name of the speaker, the date, place and time of the speech,
the name of the groups being addressed, the speech topics, and if possible, a
speech abstract. (For this to work, it is important that the OPA media

1isting update be completed and on-line.)

Once committing to an "Qutreach" visit, travelers must be prepared to factor

in the additional time necessary to meet with media representatives. OPA

will inform traveiers of any intended press coverage learned from media
contacts and any other "Hot Issues" in the vicinity. Travelers should be
prepared to de-brief upon return. Issues which may be raised outside the
program area of the traveler need to be relayed to the proper program person
for response. OPA will contact programs after "outreach" visits to learn about
results.

IT. RA/DRA QUTREACH.

Goal: To select and schedule in advance the RA/DRA "Qutreach" efforts so
that speaking engagements are taryeted toward the midwest/national groups
most important to the Agency's success.

Jiven »oth the RA's and DRA's stature and Jimitations Jn time, it is
imperative that speaking forums selected pe the most visibie, newsworthy,
and policy focused. In addition, the RA and DRA should reach the widest
possible audiences per venture.



In order to accomplish these objectives OPA will identify potentially
jmportant groups (business/industry, politicial/governmental, environmental)
and their representative associations, including regional chapters. OPA
will obtain from the association representatives, meeting calendars and/

or meeting planning schedules. In addition, OPA will request from EPA-Head-
quarters National meeting calendars in order to identify national meetings
occurring in the Region,

Using the combined meeting calendars, OPA, in consultation with the RA and
DRA, will identify approximately 10 to 20 targeted speaking engagements
for both the RA & DRA over a 12 month period. Selecting taryeted groups
will be coordinate with senior managers, when appropriate. Efforts will
be focussed on areas important to Agency/ Regional priorities and needs.
Travel and schedule limitations will, of course, have to be considered.
OPA will contact the tarygeted meeting representatives and actively promote
the participation of the RA/DRA. Appropriate programs will be notified
when speech arrangements are confirmed (e.g., APCA - AMD). Speech
preparation will be coordinated with specific prograns when needed.

A second component of the RA/DRA outreach strategies invoives contacting
and briefing state elected officials. It is more and more important that
State elected officials understand their role in the State/Federal partner-
ship. These efforts could be particularly important for programs where
either State or Federal dollars are diminishing, current regulatory
protection is inadequate, or Stagg authorization is an issue.

Working with State agency personel, OPA will schedule a series of briefings
for -~ state legisiative (e.y. environmental committee members) and
executive personnel. These efforts will be State specific. Potential
visits, presentation topics, and strateyies will be carefully considered
and fully coordinated with Region V program and State management. In
addition, the the briefing visit should include a courtesy call to the
Governor.

The briefings are not intended to be a major road show. They are a per-
sonal briefing by the RA/DRA for legislative personnel.

[IT. PROGRAM SPECIFIC OUTREACH.

Goal: To provide programs with specific "Qutreach" services that reflect
individual needs and priorities.

Each year, OPA will consult with each of the Division/Office Directors on
their communications and outreach needs. These consultations should be
completed in time to be incijuded in OPA workplanning. (For this year,

program consultations have been completed and workplans revised, accordingly.)
Tailored "outreach" effarts can include: special fact sheets, brochures,
public workshops/meetings preparation, magazine/journai articles, etc.



ASSUMPTIONS

A primary assumption is that public "outreach" is an important and significant
responsibility for the Region's top manayers. This is reflected in the

RA/DRA's priorities for FY 86, as well as in the individual requirements of our
various environmental laws and programs. Successful implementation of the
"Outreach Strategy" is contingent upon support and commitment from the Region's
senior managers to keep the public involved and informed in the Agency business.
However, "outreach" implementation wil] involve resources costs ~ sufficient time
and travel money must be available. Any future severe travel cuts could diminish
"outreach" effarts. Additionally, unforeseen program crises may devert managers
attention away from "outreach" plans.

FOLLOWTHROUGH

OPA will be charged with tracking and reporting success on all of our "outreach"
efforts. Adjustments and revisions may be called for as "outreach" results

are determined or as assumptions changes. Major strategy changes will be coor-
dinated with top management before they are finalized.



"OUTREACH" IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AND SCHEDULE

DRAFr

1. Press Dutreach

A.

Programs should routirel: inforn OPA of accepted speaking invitations,
At the end of each quarter (month), OPA will distribute a "draft"
speakers calendar for verification by Division/0ffice Directors.

OPA will include known presentations on the calendar; and, ask for
changes and additions to the calendar and selection of which speeches
can be covered by the press. OPA will circulate a final Region V
speakers calendar the first week of each quarter (month).*

OPA will notify media sources of selected, upcoming speaking engagements
weeks in advance of the visit. Information packets will also be
distributed to the media at that time.

OPA will contact Division/Qffice Directors and the ORA within one week
after "outreach" visits to learn about results,

OPA will report on "outreach" visits at each quarterly DRA update.

OPA will evaluate the "Press Qutreach" program at six months (September,
1985) and make recommendations to senior staff,

. * Speaking calendar will be distributed to all Directors and the ORA so that
other programs may inform speakers of "hot issues” in the vicinity of
schedule presentations.

II. RA/DRA Qutreach.

A.

B.

E.

Note:

OPA to identify potential target groups and obtain meeting calendars for
1985 and 1986, (end of April)

OPA presents possibilities to the RA and DRA. Programs are contacted,
if appropriate. ORA/OPA make draft choices.

OPA contacts groups notifying them of the availability of the RA/DRA
for presentations. (end of May)

Speaking invitations are confirmed and a RA/DRA speaking calendar is
prepared and circulated to Region V divisions/offices and Headquarters,
(end of 3rd quarter)

RA/DRA speaking calendar is updated,

Throughout the year, programs should feel free to suggest to OPA
possibilities for RA/DRA "outreach" that would help their programs.
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I11. State Legislative Qutreach.

A. OPA will survey the ORA and the programs for potential legislative
outreach topics in July and early August. Possibilities will be
presented to the ORA by the end of August.

B. "Legislative Outreach” will be coordinated with programs and State
personnel during early Septemeber so as to avoid end-of-year

crunch but to tie to RA/DRA State "close out" meetings.

C. OPA will prepare draft "Legislative Outreach" presentation(s) during
the end of September.

D. "Legislative Qutreach" visits will take place at same time as State
close-out meetings.

DRAF?
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III. GUIDANCE
A. FEDERAL FACTLITIES PROGRAM (Administrator's Priority No. 20)

1. FY 1985 Guidance

Initiatives within the Federal facilities program in FY 85 are designad
to bring Federal facilities into compliance with environmental laws and
regulations in the most cost-effective and timely manner possible. During
1985, emphasis will be placed on obtaining accurate information relative to
compliance status of Federal facilities, returning facilities to compliance,
and initiating programs to prevent Federal facilities from falling into
noncompliance. Emphasis will also be placed on developing approved self-
conitoring and environmental auditing programs within Federal agedcies, so
that scarce EPA resources dedicated to Federal facilities can be utilized on
programs aimed at preventing pollution. OFA will coordinate the efforts of
various Headquarters and Regional offices to ensure control of air and water
pollution and hazardous wastes at Federal facilities. Because the Federal
facilities program is a multimedia program which crosres EPA organizational
lincs and draws on resources from many sources, its success depeads upon the
canperation of the many differeat program offices. The Regional Federal
faciiities coordinator shouvld be identified as the focal point and respoasible
party in the Region for overall maanagement of the program. It is essential
that a credible Federal facilities program be developed to desonstrate the
commitment and capability for achieving the stated goals of EPA's laws and
regulations throughout the Federal system.

Priority Actlvities

(1) Increase Technical Assistaace to Federal Facilities. Ia recent
years, EPA has devaloped a number of new programs in all media with many new
regulations, criteria and standards. The large numbers of regulations and
their complexity have frequently left Feaderal facility managers and their
environmental coordinaters unclear as to what specific actions they need to
take to comply with the new rules. Because of inherent delays in the Federal
program and budgeting system, installation managers must act quickly to plan
for new environmental controls, or they most certainly will be unable to
budget, desizn and contract facilities rapidly enough to get into compliance
by effective dates of regulations. In FY 83 EPA Regional personnel invalved
with compliance matters at Federal facilities will become more familiar with
the significant Federal faciliticc* in their Region and provide advice on best
techniques and methods available for pollution abatement including al:srnative
and innovative methods and techaiques.

(2) Increase MNumber of Inspsctions at Federal Facilities. Compliance
inspections at Federal facilities are the responsibility of the media program
offices and are conducted by Regional media and stale personnel in delegated
States in accordance with the general guidarnce of those programs and the
supplemental guidancz in this section.

Effective comnliance monitoring systems are an essential first element in
improving Federal facilities compliance. The current inventory of 2ll Federal
facilities subject to pollution control reguiremeats of each medium will be
updated. In FY 1985 focus will be on obtaining better informa:cion relative to
the compliance status of Federal facilities.
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With better informaticn on compliance, inspections of Faderal facilities
can be better focusad. The compliance status of each facility will be .
verified by on-site inspections and/or reviews of self-monitoring reports.
Inspections will be meformed at major sources of pollutants at least once a
year. Significant minor sources®** will be moniored through inspections, at
least once every .wo years. All other sources will be monitored through the
review of self-monitoring reports and through inspections when a violation is
suspected. (PCB compliance monitoring inspections will be conducted as neces-
sary to monitor compliance schedules described in Federal facility compliance

* Significant Federal facilities are facilities classified as major by at
least one media program plus facilities identified as significant minors by
the Regional Federal facilities coordinator working cooperatively with
media program representatives.

*%

Significant minor Federal facilities not meeting criteria as major, but are
designated by their Regional federal facilities coordinator (working
cooperatively with media prcgram representatives) because of the unique
character of the facility, and/or it produces particularly hazardous
pollutants, and/or its chronic compliance problems. Limited to no more
than 10% of minor facilities.

(5) Increase Assistance to Federal Facilities to Prevent Them From
Falling Into Non-Compliance With RCRA Regulations. The Natiomal Hazardous
Waste Management Program at Federal facilities will continue to be a top
priority in FY 85. 1In addition to normal budget and coampliance monitoring
efforts, priority emphasis will be placed on: conducting imspections at all
groundwater monitoring facilities and initiation of appropriate compliance
agreements; coordination with Federal facility personnel on regional schedules
for calling in Part B's to permit these facilities to develop an in-house
capability or hire a contractor to prepare the application; and coordimation
with DOD in their program to locate and comnstruct 172 hazardous waste con-
forming storage sites at Army, Navy, Air Force and Defense Logistics Agency
installations; coordination with DOD in their Rasearch and Development effort
to develop technical data relating to environmental effects of open burning/ -
open detonation of unusable munitions. ,

. (7) Emphasize Development and Implementation of Environmental Auditing
Programs by Federal Agencies. Environmental self-auditing is a technique
which offers benefits to both EPA as well as the regulated Federal agency.

A comprehensive auditing program assures the Federal manager that he is in
compliance with environmental regulations. EPA compliance personnel can then
concentrate their scarce monitoring resources in other problem areas where
such programs have not been implemented. During FY 1985, OFA will initiate a
strategy to develop ervircnmental auditing programs at as many Federal
agencies and installations as possible. The first will be a PCB program at
DOD installations. Headquarters will provide substantive support for Regional
environmental auditing workshops. :



o

2. FY 1986 Guidance

In FY 86 the Federal facilities program will emphasize prevention through
specific technical advice and assistance, site visits, office consultations,
meetings and. workshops. While emphasis on proper design and construction of
control facilities will continue, greater emphasis must beplaced on correction
operation and maintenance problems at facilities.

Inspections will be increased at significant minor facilities in order to
assure that the most environmentally important Federal facilities are being
operated in compliance with all environmental regulations.

In FY 86, Federal agencies will have, to a large extent, completed the
identification phase of their CERCLA program. EPA emphasis will shift to
reviewing Federal Agency progress in assessing those sites previously identi-
fied and closely reviewing their proposed remedial actionms.

Federal agency RCRA programs will zlsc be in midstream. Hazardous wasce
conforming storage sites will be under construction. Many facilities will be
peraitted but rmany will remain in interim status. Closure of sources of
pollution including surface impoundments will require close EPA attention.
Detailed guidance will “e needed to assist Regional permif writers in permit-
ting DOD open burning/open detonation sites.



RECRUITMENT METHODS

' I. Direct Hire Authority.

A. Allows the use of streamiined examining and hiring procedures that

B.

DO

enables the Agency to make offers of employment to eligible candidates.
The occupation applicable to Direct Hiring Authority for Region V is:

Environmental Engineers, GS-819-5/7

Recruitment under Schedule B/PAC Authority.
Occuptions covered:

Environmental Protection Specialist, GS-028-5/7
Management Analyst, GS-343-5/7

Program Analyst, GS-345-5/7

Budget Analyst, GS-560-5/7

Public Information Specialist, GS-1035-5/7

This Authority expires September 30, 1985. Announcement must be
posted. Eligible applicants on OPM's Displaced Employee and Interagency
Placement Assistance Program must be given priority consideration.

Delegated Examining Authority.
Environmental Protection Specialist, GS-028-9 thru 15

Since U.S. EPA hires the vast majority of Environmental Protection
Specialists, the Office of Personnel Management has delegated
examining authority to Regional Personnel Offices. This means we

do OPM's work but hopefully faster. However, all laws and procedures
such as Veteran's preference, rating and ranking of eligibles, and
the requirement to select from among the top 3 interested and
available eligibles must be adhered to.

Method
Personnel recruits these positions through posted vacancy announcements.
D0D's can help find candidates; but Personnel (only) decides eligibility
and grade.
Temporary Appointments NTE 1 year.
Under delegated authority, Personnel can make outside-the-register appoint-
ments of 1 year or less to positions at GS-12 and below. We also have the
authority to extend these appointments for up to an additional 36 months
in 12 months increments. Extensions may be made only when the following
conditions exist:
The original temporary appointment was made in good faith;

the extension is required to complete the work in which the temporary
appointee is engaged;

the extension is not so long that in the interest of the competitive
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system a career or career-conditional appointment would be preferable;
and the position is not continuing.

Method

A general Notice 1listing vacacies has to be sent to Job Information
Center as well as the State employment service. Applications are
accepted, rated for minimum qualifications and referred to supervisors
in ranking order.

Appointees under this authority must meet the qualification standards for
the positions including written tests if appropriate.

Appointees must also compete in an open competitive examination
to receive consideration for career-conditional appointments.

Additional Recruitment Methods

A. 1040 hour appointments.

These appointments are filled by college students pursuing degrees/courses
that are directly related to the field in which they may be employed.
Examples are:

Engineering Technician
Accounting Technician
Environmental Protection Assistant
Computer Technician
Program Analyst

These students can be recruited from any of the colleges within our commut-
ing area. The appointments are terminated once the student works 1040
hours, or the student ceases to be enrolled in school, whichever comes
first.

Method

Divisions and Offices may work directly with schools to obtain candidates
and name requests. Prior to this, the divison should have classified
PD's, and make no official commitment until designee's eligibility and
grade are determined by Personnel.

Student Aide Appointments (non-ceiling positions)

Filled by students appointed under the Stay-in-School Program. Students
may be appointed if they need the earnings from this employment to
continue in school or if they are mentally retarded or severely physically
handicapped, provided that the following conditions are met:

(1) Appointees are enrolled in secondary school or other appropriate
school for mentally retarded students.

(2) Employment does not exceed 20 hours per week, except students may
work full-time whenever their school is officially closed and during



any vacation period.

(3) Appointees must meet the economic criteria prescribed by OPM,
EXCEPT that this does not apply to the mentally retarded or severely
physically handicapped students.

(4) Student Aides are employed to perform duties such as - xeroxing,
simple filing, typing envelopes, labels, answering of phones. Because
student aides are paid minimum wages they are not expected to perform
duties comparable to our clerk-typists.

Method

Students are recruited by Personnel from any Chicago High School,
College, or specially designated schools for the mentally or physically
handicapped. Potential candidates are sent to division for selection.

C. Summer Employment

A1l applications for summer employment must be received by April 15th of
each year. Applicants must be at least 18 years of age, or at least 16
years of age and a high school graduate at the time of employment. Most
of the jobs also require education or experience. The following table
shows the amount of education or experience generally required for
eligibility at each grade level:

GS-2 High School graduation
GS-3 1 year college or 1 year experience
GS-4 2 years college or 2 years experience

To be considered for summer positions in grades GS-5 and above applicants
must meet the following educational requirements.

GS-5 4 years college
GS-7 1 year graduate work
GS-9 Masters degree or 2 years graduate work

A1l recruitment actions for summer employment must be accompanied by
classified position descriptions. Personnel rates and ranks applicants
and depending on Division/0ffice needs for summer employment sends
listings of eligible candidates to the programs.

Co-0p Appointments - OPFT Appointment

Cooperative education provides one method for strengthening the career
service in professional, administrative and technical occupations. By
providing students with study-related work experience before graduation,
we help to create a more enlightened and work oriented labor base for
entry level positions which could not be fully realized except through a
program 1ike this. The Co-Op program gives us another dimension in
recruiting, including an opportunity to help us in meeting our affirmative
action goals.



Method

Candidates can be in any professional series. Personnel maintains a
1isting of schools with which EPA has agreements; we can form agreements
with virtually any accredited school. Programs/divisions should approach
this 1ike the 1040 hour appointments.

Eligibility for the Program

A student must:

1. Be actually in attendance at a qualifying institution on a substantially
full-time basis.

2. Be enrolled in the institution's cooperative education curriculum.
3. Be recommended by the appropriate staff of the educational institution.
4, Meet citizenship requirement.

5. Maintain at least a 2.0 overall scholastic average on a 4.0 scale or
the equivalent and an average grade of C.

Selection
1. Students are not required to meet any economic criteria.

2. Supervisors have responsibility for selection of students recommended by
the colleges.

Appointment
1. A1l Co-Op students are given excepted conditional appointments.

2. A1l Co-Op appointments can remain in effect for up to 120 days after
the student graduates.

3. Student positions in the Co-Op program provide for an arranged schedule
of attendance at an institution combined with at least 26 weeks or 1040
hours of study-related work in a Federal Agency. The combination of
work and study together must satisfy the requirements for a bachelors
degree and must provide the experience necessary for a career or
career-conditional appointment in the Federal service.

Responsibilities

Managers/Supervisors should:

1. Provide supervisory guidance and challenge as well as technical advice
to participating students.

2. Plan the work so as to provide progressively more challenging work
assignments closely related to the academic goals of the student trainee
and prepare him/her for a related career field. This can be accomplished
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by establishing a comprehensive on-the-job training schedule for the
student.

3. Evaluate the student in writing at the end of a trial period.

4. Make every effort to convert eligible students upon graduation to
permanent positions.

EPA Policy Guidelines

1. Program Design and Scheduling Proposed work schedules in the EPA Co-Op
program must be full-time corresponding with or approximating, semesters,
trimesters, or quarters with interspersing periods of study, whenever
possible. Part-Time Co-Ops are not permitted. 1In addition:

a. Supervisors must prepare work schedules which assure that the student
will have the required hours and periods of employment necessary for
non-competitive appointment upon graduation.

b. Supervisors are encouraged to make arrangements whereby two or more
students occupy a single position, alternating work and study periods.

Below is a 1isting of schools that have participated in Region V's Co-0p
program:

Chicago State University, Chicago, IL

Grambling State University, Grambling, LA

I11inois Institute of Technology, Chicago, IL

North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC

Northwestern University, Evanston, IL

Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN

University of I1linois, Chicago-Circle & Urbana-Champaign, IL
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI

Veterans Readjustment Act Appointment (VRA)

A veterans readjustment appointment is a non-competitive appointment which
leads to competitive status and career or career-conditional tenure after
satisfactory completion of service and education or training.

Basic Eligibility

(1) Must be a veteran of the Vietnam Area (period beginning August 5,
1964 and ending May 7, 1975).

(2) Must be a United States Citizen.

(3) Nondisabled veterans must have completed no more than 14 years of
education. (2 years of education above high school or the
equivalent). However, this educational requirement is waived for
compensably disabled veterans and veterans discharged because of
service connected disabilities.



Appointment Authority

Veterans can be appointed to full-time or part-time positions at GS-7 or
below. These appointments are subject to the following conditions:

a. For jobs at grades 1, 2, and 3 the veteran's military service meets
all qualification requirements (including written tests) if the
agency believes the veteran can do the job.

For jobs at grade 4 through 7 the veteran must meet the minimum quali-
fications requirements. Written tests may be waived.

b. The veteran must agree to participate in a program of education and
training.

Education and Training Requirements

Before making a VRA appointment agencies must assure themselves that the
veteran will undertake a suitable program of education or training while
serving under the appointment.

Developmental programs should be prepared jointly by the veteran and
employing agency.

Developmental activities may include:

-planned on-the-job training

-rotational job assignments

-off-job classroom training

-remedial education

-vocational education

-scientific or technical education

-high school or high school equivalency; and/or
-college education

Conditions of Employment

VRA appointments are "excepted appointments"” for a period of two years
and they can be converted to career conditional after the two years
provided the veteran's performance has been satisfactory.

Method

If you feel you have a position ideally suited for someone under the
VRA appointment, call us in Personnel (353-2026) and we will contact
the local Veterans Administration Office, or State Employment Service
for eligible applicants.

F. Employment of the Handicapped

Many physically handicapped people who are unable to obtain appointments
even with examination modification can profit greatly from an opportunity



7

to demonstrate what they can do under a trial appointment. For these
handicapped persons such an appointment can overcome employer reluctance
to hire them on a regular basis for fear they will not be able to
perform on the job efficiently or safely, or that they will not fit in
with and be accepted by the workforce. For this purpose, OPM has made
available a temporary not to exceed 700-hour trial appointment authority
for handicapped applicants. The agency makes no commitment for permanent
employment; however, the temporary limited appointment is usually long
enough (approximately four months) for the severely handicapped person
to establish their job readiness. Eligibility is determined by one of
two ways:

(1) Certification from either Veterans Administration or a State
Vocational Rehabiiitation Agency.

(2) The agency may apply OPM's minimum qualifications standards for
the position concerned including administering a written test,
if required.

Candidates can be in any job series. Applicants may be non-competitively
converted to competitive status after two years of successful performance.
Conversion to career or career conditional appointment is dependent on
determining the length of creditable service.

Method

Applicants can be recruited from the Veterans Administration, State
Vocational Rehabilitation Agency, Rehabilitation Institute or any of the
many schools servicing the handicapped.

There are other appointing authorities and ways designed to facilitate

the hiring of handicapped individuals. The above information is an
overview to acquaint supervisors with an alternative recruitment mechanism.
The personnel staffing specialists can provide additional information

to supervisors who are looking at their projected affirmative action

goals.



Enclosure A
~DRAFT-

February 17, 1984
HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT:
A CONCEPT FCR EPA

Recent studies have focused on the need to strengthen EPA's management
of human resources, i.e., how well Agency managers plan for and utilize their
people. The consensus seems clear: The Agency, as a whole, must develcop
better strategies for: (1) placing the right people in the right jobs;

(2) capitalizing on the creativity, enthusiasm, and competence of the career
workforce; and (3) reducing any unnecessary and artificial barriers to high
quality performance. To address these problems, the Agency is planning to
create an Office of Human Resources Management.

The term "Human Resources Management" (HRM), means a ccmprehensive,
systematic approach to assist the Agency in accamplishing its goals through
workforce planning, policy development, and program evaluation aimed at the
best use of the EPA workforce as an organized body and as individual emplovees—

current and future, HN=HRM "wold¥providerm SEE SRS RS RS F15HA T
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Fundamental to an effective, results-oriented program are several key
principles :

1. A motivated workforce is indispensable to the achievement of Agency
goals.

The Agency's employees are its most valuable asset. They are nct
only vital to EPA's mission; they are important as people.

2. The Agency must provide incentives for people to want a career (rather
than a job) at EPA,

The proper tangible and intangible rewards and recognition should
create a dgreater “corporate” identity, and encourage more employees
to make a career cammitment to EPA,

3. Workforce vlanning and all related personnel management proqrams
should be an integral part of EPA's program planning process.

An HRM program shculd consist of a series of building blocks in a
logical progression keyed appropriately to the Agency's planning.



Enclosure B

MAJOR NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED BY

HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

Skill mix.

Skill mix problems are caused by changing programs, resource management
by attrition and "last-in first-out" rules, lack of available skills in
some areas, underutilization in others, and the inability to compete in
the marketplace., Forecasting human resource requirements by projecting
various indicators of foreseeable change in technology, program plans
and economic trends, is needed.

Career development.

Employees need training (largely technical), management develcpment (for
managers—to—be and managers), and executive develcpment (for gxecutlve
et gy Z G overmanagement:

Managers are expected to hire and grow talent yet we do not hold them
accountable for it and the system does not reward the manager or the
employee for career development.

Managers have not been trained to complete individual develcpment plans
and often do not know how to develop employees.

4,

Lack of cross-fertilization among programs, between geographic locations,
and between Headquarters, regions and states, accentuates program cenflict.

Identification and development of replacement candidates.

A vacancy in a key job generally leaves a void in an cperation.
Managers want to pramote from within but no one is "ready"™ or will move. -

The Agency is unable to identify and shift pecple quickly to meet shifts
in needs.

Workplace productivity.

Productivity is measured by program cutputs with little concern for inputs,
particularly human develcpment, motivation, recognition, cammuniction,
decisiormaking, planning, organization and control, delegation and work
facilitatien.
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Some employees and professions are underutilized. We need to obtain an
accurate understanding of human resource capabilities available within
the organization, and of how well these capabilities are currently being
utilized.

We need to be able to predict the conseguences on morale as well as the
basic configuration of human resources that would probably result from

specified changes in staffing strategies or changes in other personnel

policies and practices.

Evaluation.

The organization needs to have a variety of mechanisms to examine itself
so that it can make improvements where they are needed.

Performance.

The employee and manager must trust one another as they are mutually de—
pendent upon one another for their individual success. The organization
must support this through performance agreements, frequent evaluation,
individual development plans and the existence of training and develop—
ment programs.

The systems tend to foster adversarial, instead of cooperative, supportive,

relationships between managers and employees. Our appraisal systems are
perceived to be closely tied to pay instead of performance.

There are no institutionalized methods for managers to get feedback from
their subordinates on their performance. )

Continuity of Leadership.

There is little continuity of leadership from administration to adminis-
tration in goals. There are no well-known, clearly articulated basic
beliefs that transcend changes in policy.
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Summary of Human Resource Management Interests

In connection with previously scheduled visits, Nick Bollo, Regional
Personnel Officer, surveyed Division Chiefs to determine their views of
Human Resource Management. The HRM concept received broad but cautious
support from Division Chiefs. Several chiefs expressed a concern that
the Personnel Branch should not embark on projects which would detract
from or slow down the regular basic personnel functions. The following
are those HRM initiatives which were suggested by Senior Staff.

Rotational assignments both within and between Divisions was the consensus
item of interest. Rotational assignments below the SES were more favored
than SES rotations. The minimum period of time seemed to be six months

to a year. Some jobs were viewed as likely ones to be identified for
rotational assignments. The analyst positions in the Planning and Analysis
Branch of PMD were mentioned by several.

In connection with positions identified as target jobs for rotational
assignments, Division Chiefs suggested establishing a Regionwide assessment
and selection process for "high performers" or high potential employees.
Those selected under that process would be placed in the next developmental
(or rotational) position. In order to be most successful it was felt

that this program would have to include candidates and positions from

more than one Division.

The internal rotation of supervisors within one Divsion was mentioned but
such an initiative could be taken unilaterally without the involvement of
other Divisions.

The present state of the IPA Program was mentioned. For the program to
remain viable placements into it must be seen as positive. Also, some
interest was shown in increasing the use of IPA to bring non-Federal
employees into Region V.

Finally, broad training applicable to most employees was suggested.

These could include skill courses such as writing, negotiation, etc., or
knowledge courses such as EPA Congressional Briefing. Broad attendance

at certain seminars and symposia was also suggested both for its educational
value and as an acknowledgement of accomplishments.



PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (PMS) SURVEY
Overview and Recammendations

In November 1984, EPA surveyed 6,000 employees to see how effective the
Agency's performance appraisal process is as a management tool. Over
3,000 employees responded to the survey. Examination of demographic
characteristics (grade, location, pay plan) showed the respondents to be
representative of the EPA population as a whole.

MAJOR FINDINGS OF THE PMS SURVEY

Most of the Agency is following the PMS procedures, but following the
procedures doesn't necessarily mean that PMS is helping employees improve
their performance or providing managers with an objective means of
evaluating performance.

The vast majority (90 percent or more) of all respondents:

O Have written performance agreements,

o Signed their agreements (over half signed them within 30 days of the
beginning of the rating period),

O Were given performance appraisals on time, and

o Completed self-appraisals.

O Only 1 out of 2 supervisors responded that PMS helped them to improve
employee performance,

© More than half of all respondents (56.6%) reported they did not
receive feedback in their appraisal that would help them improve
performance.

o 40% felt they were rated on samething other than how well they
performed the work in their performance agreements.

0 More than 2 out of 3 employees felt that ratings were not given out
in a consistent or fair manner within their Office or Region.

The survey indicates that many of the reasons PMS falls short relate to
its implementation rather than the system design.

Respondents were more likely to report receiving feedback that helped them
improve performance and to report that they were rated on their performance
if their supervisor:

0 Gave them suggestions for professional development or training during
the appraisal,

0 Met with them routinely to discuss performance, and

o Had discussed office priorities and expectations for employee perfor-
mance before the performance agreement was signed.
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Most supervisors are not spending the time it takes to give employees
meaningful feedback on performance.

o Half the respondents either didn't have performance appraisal
meetings or had meetings that lasted less than 20 minutes.

o Half met to discuss performance with their supervisor once a year
or less.

O Fewer than 1.in 5 employees had supervisors who meet with
them routinely to discuss performance.

o Only 1 in 4 respondents received suggestions for training.

Brnployees perceived the PMS as an objective system if their agreements

were revised when priorities changed, if they had clear standards that were
used to measure performance, and if they knew their ratings were not changed
by the second level supervisor.

o Just over half the respondents (58%) felt that their standards were
clear enough to measure performance.

o The majority of employees (70%) indicated that their agreements needed
revision, yet fewer than 1 in 6 employees revised their agreements
when appropriate.

0 PMS requires second level review be conducted before ratings are dis-
closed to employees, yet most respondents (70%) knew if their scores
had been changed at the second level. Employees who knew their scores
were changed perceived the PMS more negatively than employees who knew
their scores were not changed.

o0 Many respondents wrote voluntary comments expressing the view that
final scores reflected forced distributions or quotas, not actual
performance.

It appears fram the results that same employees are not spending enough time
to make their own performance appraisal effective; others are spending more
time than is warranted. Most of the time spent 1s in writing the
performance agreement and doing the self-appraisal.

o The group that most often reported receiving useful feedback, and were
most likely to feel their ratings were based on performance, spent one
day on their own performance related activities.

O Nearly half the GS respondents spent less than one day on PMS
activities.

o Half the SES and GM respondents spent two days or more—about 1 in 4
spent more than 4 days.

The performance appraisal process is integrated with the Agency's program

planning process, the Strategic Planning and Management System (SPMS) at the
top levels of the organization.

o 70% of the SES reported having SPMS goals (targets) in their
performance agreements.

o Slightly more than 1 in 3 GM respondents (36%) had SPMS targets written
in their performance agreements compared to about 1 in 9 GS employees
(12%).



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Supervisors need to talk with employees about performance throughout the .
year ‘

The survey results make a strong statement about the necessity of
performancerelated discussions between supervisor and employee. In
discussions, employees and supervisors can reach consensus on what is to
be accamplished and how it fits with organizational priorities. The
employee can get information that will allow correction and improvement
of performance during the year., BEmployees who met with supervisors more
frequently than two times a year were more likely to view the system
positively, in terms of usefulness and objectivity, than those who met
less frequently.

Supervisors need to place greater emphasis on employee development and
training by careful consideration of employees' strengths and weaknesses.

Four out of five employees who received suggestions for training or
development felt their appraisal provided them with helpful information

for improving performance; without suggestions, fewer than 1 in 6 said
their feedback was helpful. To give meaningful suggestions for training
and development, managers must think carefully about employees' strengths
and shortcomings that help or prevent employees from meeting their standards.
Unfortunately, the design of PMS makes it possible for supervisors to rate
an employee solely on the outputs defined in the standards. The supervisor
does not have to discuss any of the employee's characteristcs that
influenced performance., In addition, the complicated scheme of numerical
weights and values used to derive employee scores can distract supervisors
from thinking about development. Employees' comments indicate that
manipulating weights and values assigned to standards to arrive at a
specified score creates a focus on improving scores, without attention to
performance, training or development.

Agreements should be simple and flexible enough to revise when programs
change.

As in other appraisal processes based on management by objectives, the PMS
performance agreement can be a valuable record of accomplishment, but survey
results show it is important that agreements be kept simple and flexible
enough to be useful to managers and employees and to make it easy to revise
them during the year. Writing complicated agreements, designed to make it
difficult to give low ratings, can be counterproductive if agreements are
not modified easily to reflect changing program priorities.

Supervisors and employees need to work toward developing clear performance
standards.

Employees who said they were rated on their performance also said their
performance measures were clear, Clarity does not necessarily mean standards
are quantifiable~-it means they are understandable.
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Second level reviews, based on knowledge of employee performance, should be
conducted prior to disclosing scores to employees

The credibility of PMS as an objective performance appraisal process depends
greatly on the integrity of the second level review — all changes in scores
must be based on the first hand knowledge of performance of all employees
under review — not preconceived numbers of how many employees can receive
outstanding ratings. When scores are changed in the second level, it is the
performance-based reason for the change that should be communicated to the
employee — not the fact the score was changed.

IMPACT OF THE PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SURVEY

Top Managers to be briefed on survey findings

The Study Group on Performance Management Improvement and OARM are
sponsoring briefings for all of the Assistant Administrators, Regional
Administrators and their staff to make them aware of the overall problems
with PMS implementation and to give them individual feedback on how their
organizations are implementing the performance appraisal process. Briefings
for other groups are being done by special request.

The Office of Administration and Resources Management (OARM) is designing
new supervisory training in performance appraisal

Conducting successful performance appraisal meetings often entails difficult
and sensitve issues., Existing training related to PMS covers the more
procedural aspects of PMS, particularly writing the performance agreement.
EPA currently has no training designed specifically for the purpose of
teaching supervisors how to conduct meaningful appraisals. All newly
appointed supervisors will be given 3 days of training emphasizing the
camunication and the human relations aspects of supervision. OARM is
investigating a variety of ways to give all supervisors at EPA the skills
necessary to appraise and develop the talent of those they supervise.

The Office of Administration is considering modifications to the PMS to
encourage greater emphasis on employee development, and more flexible
application of the system

Although much of the design of the PMS is required by law, the Office of
Administration, in conjunction with the Personnel Management Division, is
looking at modifications that would re-emphasize employee growth and
development in the context of the basic Performance Management System.
They are also considering revisions in the system that will make it easier
for supervisors and employees to apply PMS to the diverse population of
EPA employees, to develop simple, understandable performance agreements
and reduce the current emphasis on quantification,
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Qur office, with the assistance of supervisors and managers from throughout
the Region, conducted a review of performance standards that have been
submitted to our office. This memorandum contains the results of those
review efforts, and should be helpful in consideration of modifications to
standards that are being contemplated in conjuction with the mid-point
review.

Our initial goal in reviewing performance standards was to conduct a 20% .
review of our current performance standards. In preparation for the raview,
we found that approximately 75% of Region V's positions are in nine different
series. For example, 671 employees occupy the following positions:

Environmental Protection Specialists, GS-028 grades 5 thru 13 - 150 employees,
Environmental Engineers, GS-819 grades 5 thru 15 - 139 employees,

Clerk Typists, GS-322 grades 2 thru 3 - 78 employees,

Secretaries, GS-318 grades 4 thru 8 - 73 employess,

Environmental Scientists, GS-1301 grades 5 thru 13 - 82 employees,

Attorneys, GS-905 grades 11 thru 15 - 46 employees,

Chemists, GS~-1320 grades 5 thru 12 - 30 employees,

Environmental Protection Assistants, GS-029 grades 4 thru 7 - 23 employees,
Computer Programmers, GS-334 grades 7 thru 12 - 10 employees.

The remaining 25% of Region V's employees occupy positions in 62 different
classification series. We have an estimated total of 215 employees occupying
the 62 different saries positions. A number of the latter group of positions
are occupied by only one or two employees in 2ach series. However, we do
have groups of 10 or more employees in the following positions:

Clerks, GS-303 grades 4 thru 7.- 10 employees,

Program Anaylsts, GS-345 grades 9 thru 12 - 11 employees,
Biologists, GS-401 grades 12 and 13 - 17 employees,
Chemical Engineers, GS-893 grades 12 and 13 - 12 employees,
Geologists, GS-1350 grades 9 thru 12 - 12 employees.

OQur office, as well as supervisors who wer2 at the GS-12 grade level and
above, performed the raview of the performance standards. A total of 135
performance standards were raviewad. The breakdown of performance standards
raviewed by Division and Jffice ares as follows:

Office of Regional Administrator - 4,

EPA FORM 1320-6 'REY 3-76)
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Great Lakes National Program Office - 5,
O0ffice of Regional Counsel - 9,
Environmental Services Division - 12,
Air Management Division - 17,

Planning & Management Division - 19,
Waste Management Division - 33,

Water Division - 36.

Each reviewer was providad a copy the Performance Management System Manual
which explains the development of critical job elements and performance standards,
the requirements of whicn were established by the Civil Service Reform Act.
Additionally, each reviewer was provided with copies of the position
descriptions that corresponded to the performance standards that they were
assigned to review. Each reviewer examined the performance standards

against a pre-established checklist. The checklist was developed by a review
of requirements set forth in 5 C.F.R. Section 430, Chapter 430 of the Federal
Personnel Manual, and the Performance Management System Manual. Therefore,
the checklist contained elements to be examined that were required by law,
Federal Personnel regulations, and our own Personnel Management System.

The following are the results of tne review as provided by the reviewers

and consolidated by the Personnel Branch. The first element of review

dealt with critical job elements themselves. A critical job element is a
reflection of the more important duties of a position and should bare a
significant relationship to the basis or purpose of the position and to the
major goals and functions of the organization. 94% of the standards that
were reviewed nad critical job elements that were considerad a major
rasponsibility of the position. 17% of the performance standards reviewed
had at least one critical job element which did not identify the reason or
purpose of performing the major function which was being described. Our
Performance Management System Manual indicates that between 4 and 7 critical
job elements should be identified in the development of performance standards.
Qur reviewers indicated only 75% of the standards raviewed nad between 4 and
7 critical job elements. More standards had fewer than 4 critical job
elements than those that had more than 7.

The second part of the evaluation criteria dealt with a review of the
performance standards themselves. Performance standards are measurements

of an accomplished work objective. They must be an accurate description of
expected job performance in relation to the requirements of the position.
The reviewers indicated that only 87% of the performance standards reviewed
had a high correlation between the critical job elements, performance
standards, and the position descriptions. This percentage is low, as the
law, requlations and Performance Mananagement System Manual requires that
there be a close 1ink between these factors. Concerning workplans, 78% of
the standards nad a hign correlation to organizational workplans. Additionally,
91% of the standards were considered to be understandable and simply stated.
93% of the standards reviewed measured all parts of critical job elements
that were jdantified.

The Performance Management System Manual indicated each level of a performance
standard should clearly state how well or how accurate (quality), how soon
or when (timeliness). ow manvy ar 1ow much fauantity), ind in what manner
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each performance element is to be carried out. In reviewing the performance
standards against this criteria, it was revealed that only 50% of the
reviewers felt that the standards reflected this concept.

The reviewers felt that 36% of the standards reviewed had fully successful
levels described as truly reflective of fully successful performance. Fully
Successful performance was defined as that which can be reasonably expected
of a qualified experienced employee in completing assignments. Although
only 71% of the standards were considered to have levels of performance
within the control of the employee, the reviewers felt that 83% of the
standards had levels that where attainable by the employee.

One of the problems noted by the review of performance standards is the
differentiation between performance levels as described in the performance
standards. Only 52% of the standards had performance levels of outstanding
which could be clearly distinguished from the fully successful performance
level. The major comments were that there was little, if any, distinction
between the way these two performance levels were written in many of the
standards. Additionally, only 63% of the standards were written so that an
unacceptable performance was clearly identified and of such a quality that a
personnel action such a removal or downgrade could be justified based on such
a level of performance.

A number of merit pay employee's performance standards were also reviewed.
One of the requirements of 5 C.F.R §540 is that merit pay performance
standards must measure a supervisor's or manager's individual performance
in relationship to organizational accomplishments. OQur reviewers indicated
that 90% of the merit pay employee's standards conform to this requirement.
Additionally, 93% of the merit pay employee performance standards evaluate
the employees performance in meeting affirmative action goals and achieving
equal employment opportunity requirements to the extent that the positions
involve such responsibilities.

The Performance Management Systems Manual recommends that each standard

have a weighted factor of at least 10 points. The reviewers indicatad that
only 69% of the standards reviewed met this recommendation. Most of the
problem areas involved standards that had a 5 point weight factor assigned to
them. The Performance Management Systems Manual also requiras that the weighted
factors equal 100 points. 91% of the standards met that requirement i.e.,

one standard had weighted factors that equalled 140 points, the ramainder

of the standards reviewed had weighted factors that were less than 100 points.
The review also indicated that only 88% of the performance standards were
properly signad and dated by the employees, their supervisors, and the
reviewer/approver official. Most of the problem areas involved a lack of

an approvar signature.

The reviewers were also asked to give an overall assessment of the standards
that they were assigned to review. The choices given to tne reviewers were:
Excellent, Above Average, Adequata/Average, Needs revision-can be improved,
and Poor. The reviewers indicated that 28.2% of the performance standards
reviewed were rated as either needing revision or were rated as Poor. 38.8%
were ratad Adequata/Average. 25.3% of the standards were rated idove

Wwarags, ing <37 .ere ~2T34 13 1403 2Ant
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The performance standards review indicated several problem areas, the
problem most notable was the concept of how well the standards reflected
levels of performance that identified quality, quantity and timeliness
factors in the systems of measure. Although some positions do not readily
lTend themselves to this type of measurement, the fact that only 50% of the
standards reviewed met the criteria clearly indicates a need for modifica-
tion of some of those standards. Another problem area dealt with the poor
distinction between the fully successful level of performance and the
outstanding level of performance as identified in performance standards.

As indicated earlier, only 52% of the standards reviewed had clear distinc-
tions between these two levels. This low rating indicates that there is a
need to review standards to assure that there are clear differences between
performance levels within the standard.

Another major problem, was the fact that only 63% of the standards were
written so that unacceptable performance could be clearly identified and
support a remedial action. This problem relates to the same concept
identified above, whereas there is a lack of clearly identified levels of
performance at 3 distinct levels.

While the review of the performance standards was not a technical or scientific
study, it does confirm our perception that performance standards could be
improved. While the information contained in this memorandum is a general
overview of the results of the study it should assist you in revisions you

are considering relating to the Mid-Year Review. We are in the process of
further analyzing the standards for each individual Division and Qffice,

and will distribute that information within the next week.
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SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PRQOTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

i 02 1985

Loss of Productive Worktime Due to Compressed Workweek and Flexitour Programs

Nicholas R. Bollo ~ / (/. tto
Regional Personnel Offiger

Robert Springer, Director
Planning & Management Division

On January 30, 1985, you indicated that one of the major internal control
weaknesses which Region V identified was the loss of productive worktime due to
compressed workweek and the flexitour programs. You felt that there was a need
to (1) develop a new Regional Order on each program, (2) review Division and
O0ffice compliance with Mr. Adamkus' memorandum of November 26, 1984, concerning
assignment of acting supervisors for early and late hours of the day, (3)
present the Senior Staff with the recommended changes and the results of our
review, and (4) issue the results.

As you may recall, only three managers responded to Mr. Adamkus' November 26,
1984, memorandum. Based on the limited number of responses, I sent a memorandum
to all Division and Office Directors on March 12, 1985, asking them to provide
me with detailed information concerning the implementation of the provision
requiring staff employees to function as acting supervisors during hours of the
extended workday when supervisors are absent.

Based on the latter memorandum, I received seven responses, five of which were

very brief and two of which gave us useful information. Attachment A is a

review of the comments submitted by the three managers who responded to the
November memorandum. Attachment B contains comments I received in conjunction

with my memorandum of March 12, 1985. Attachment C contains proposed revisions

of current policies on the alternate work schedule and compressed workweek programs

The following is an analysis of the comments and recommendations received from
both groups of managers and supervisors who responded to us.

Productivity.

Out of the ten respondents nine felt that productivity suffered as a result
of compressed workweek and alternate work schedules. The main reason cited
was the lack of supervision over the early arrivers and late departers. Of
those responding that commented on the the "acting supervisor" concept of
controlling potential abuse, none felt that it worked very well and most
felt that it was placing an undue burden upon employees when they are
expected to observe the arrivals or departures of their peers. O0Of the ten
managers responshng, one manager abolished compressed workweek schedules
altogether, one felt that he could not abolish it because it was tantamount
to an employee benefit but decided that he will modify the core hours, and
one manager felt that there was no need to make any changes. The other
seven expressed varying degrees of dissatisfaction with the programs.

3vrgopiams.

The most common problems cited by the managers are: (1) a lack of productivity

EPA FORM 13205 (REV 3-76)
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during the extended hours of the workday, and (2) coordination and scheduling
difficulties as a result of early departures and off days.

Other problems cited in administering the programs are:
(1) Difficulties in administration/supervision.
(2) Increased overtime (when employee works on offday).
(3) Lack of clerical support.
(4) office coverage.

Positive Aspects.

While all but one manager expressed varying degrees of dissatisfaction with
the program, all conceded that there were at least positive perceptions, if
not positive aspects to the program, but mostly on the part of their
employees. It appeared to be a commonly held view by the responding managers
that it would be hard to abolish the programs because they are viewed by

many as "employee benefits" and therefore, quasi-sacrosanct. Most managers
cited accomodation of personal needs such as commuter schedules as the most
common positive aspect of either program. None cited increased service to
the public or increased productivity, or better job performance.

The survey conducted by one Division Director revealed interesting results.
For example, question number 5 states, "Under CWW, my immediate work unit
meets its deadlines." The responses were as follows: More frequently -
19%, No change - 78%, Less frequently - 3%. This indicates that 97% felt
that there was either no change from the past or they were meeting deadlines
more frequently. Similarly, question number 6 states, "In general, how
would you rate your units service to the States and Public since the start
of CWW?" The responses were as follows: Better - 39%, no change - 55%,
worse - 6%. The perception here is that 94% felt that there was either no
change in service or better service since the start of the Compressed
Workweek program. However, the concept that coordination is a problem is
somewhat substantiated as only 6% felt that it was enhanced while 27% felt
it was hindered. When asked if they would prefer to discontinue using the
compressed workweek 79% said "No", 21% said "Yes."

Conclusions.

Most respondents expressed varying degrees of dissatisfaction with the way
CWW and AWS programs were working in their organizations. The majority

felt that 1) there was less productivity because of less supervision, 2)
there were problems with coordination and scheduling, 3) the programs should
be modified or changed but not abolished in total, and 4) most felt that

the "acting supervisor" concept was not a workable alternative to direct
supervison for controlling abuses.

The following is a review of the recommendations for mod1fy1ng the compressed
workweek and alternate work schedule programs.

Core Hours and Deviation Time.

As stated earlier, most respondents felt that, short of radical changes which



3
would be perceived too negatively, there is room for improvement. Most
felt that improvement equated to tighter controls on core times and arrival
and departure times. The following is a commonly suggested as a core time:
9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

The following are suggested as the parameters for early arrivals and late
departers:

1) 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.
2) 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
3) 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

The general consensus is that the span of core hours should be made longer.

It should be noted that core hours, as established by our requlations, are
from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. Managers also recommended that the span of
starting and ending hours should be shortened to reflect an arrival time of
7:00 a.m. or 7:30 a.m., and end at 5:30 p.m. Again, it should be noted

that the compressed workweek plan for Region V indicates that employees can
arrive as early as 6:30 a.m., and leave as late as 6:00 p.m., with supervisory
approval.

The subject of "acting supervisors" to cover the extended workday drew
considerable criticism from the respondents that addressed the subject.

While they did not recommend abolishing the concept, they did state that it
was not perceived as a good idea and many felt that it was not effective.

It should be noted that not all supervisors responded as to whether or not
they are even implementing the concept, thus, lacking the affirmation that
they are, we assume that not all offices are in compliance with the directive.
I recommend that the concept be retained with more emphasis on accountability
for actual compliance. For example, the A0's should maintain a roster of
those who are designated as "acting supervisors" for their respective
divisions. The Division Director or Office Director should certify compliance
annually or as requested.

The Alternate Work Schedules (AWS) program was authorized on July 23,
1982, for a 3 year period, under subchapter II of Chapter 61 of Title 5,
United States Code. The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) is required
to evaluate the overall program prior to the expiration of the current
statutory authority in July 1985. In order to accomplish this, they asked
us for a report on our AWS programs last September. At that time, they
wanted to find out whether there was any adverse impact that could reasonably
be attributable to the AWS programs. They cited adverse agency impact as
defined in Section 6131(b) of Title 5, U.S.C., as (1) a reduction of the
productivity of the Agency; (2) a diminished level of services furnished to
the public by the Agency; or (3) any increase in the cost of Agency operations
relating to AWS. We reported that 43% of our employees were on a compressed
work schedule, and 42.2% were on a flexitour. Our Region did not report
~any adverse impact as a result of AWS programs. In view of the comments
received in response to the November 1984 and March 1985 memorandums, there
seems to be a perception of lTost productivity, among other problems. OPM's
report asked a number of important questions which could serve as a focal
point for an internal review of our program. As stated in the review of
the comments in Attachment B, one manager has decided to ask for a Planning
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and Analyis Branch review of the program within his Division. It may be
advisable to have PAB conduct a Region-wide study to determine if the
perceived loss of productivity or service to the public actually exists
before we decide on major program changes.

The following are a 1ist of questions that OPM asked us concerning the AWS program:

(1) Has there been any measurable changes in agency productivity?

(2) Were services to the public enhanced, diminished or unchanged?

(3) Has there been a change in costs of agency operations?

(4) What increased costs or losses in productivity are attributable to
employees on compressed work schedules and the fact that they have more
than eight hours off on holidays?

(5) Do current statutory and regulatory provisions provide managers with
sufficient management controls to effectively manage these programs, to
prevent problems from developing, or to deal with them if they do?

(6) For each AWS program your agency has terminated, if any, specify the
reason(s) or basis for the decision to terminate?

(7) Has the agency encountered any problems terminating a program established
by a negotiated agreement?

(8) Has the agency terminated any programs in mid-contract?

(9) Has the agency encountered any problems terminating a program that was not
established under a negotiated agreement?

(10) What impact have flexible and compressed work schedules had on mass
transit facilities?

(17) How have traffic patterns been affected?
(12) Has the use of carpools increased or decreased?

(13) Has there been a change in the level of energy usasge within the
facilities of your agency?

(14) Have opportunities for full-time and part-time employment increased?
(15) Are employees more satisfied with their jobs and nonworklife?

(16) Have there been any judicial decisions or administrative decisions by
the Comptroller General, the FLRA or the FSIP affecting programs in the Agency?

(17) What statutary or regulatory changes are needed to make AWS programs
more manageable or more cost effective?

(18) What materials and/or assistance from OPM might be helpful in the overall



management of the AWS program?

Even without a review of our program by the Planning and Analysis Branch,
there are considerable changes which can be made to overcome some of the
problems identified by our managers. The core hours can be changed from
the current 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. to the suggested 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Additionally, the starting and ending hours can be changed from the current
6:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. to the suggested 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Using the
above suggested changes, an employee on compressed workweek who arrives at
7:00 a.m. and works 9 hours and takes a 30 minute lunch can go home at 4:30
p.m. An employee on compressed workweek can come in as late as 8:00 a.m.,
work 9 hours, take a 30 minute lunch and leave at 5:30 p.m. Therefore,
using the suggested changes, a CWW employee can arrive between 7:00 a.m.
and 8:00 a.m., and still leave by 5:30 p.m.

Using the same suggested core hours and starting and ending times, an
employee who works eight hours can arrive at 7:30 a.m., work eight hours,
take a 30 minute lunch, and leave at 4:00 p.m. Those working late under
this concept can arrive as late as 9:00 a.m., work eight hours, take a 30
minute lunch, and leave by 5:30 p.m. Under the suggested changes, an 8
hour per day flexitour employee can arrive between 7:30 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.
and still comply with the 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. core hour requirement, and
can still leave by the 5:30 p.m. departure time.

The Region's written guidance on these programs is contained in Order No.

RV 3160.1 Flexible Work Schedules, dated October 1, 1976, and a memorandum
subject, "Compressed Workweek" dated October 12, 1979. It is recommended
that these documents be superceded by the proposed order contained in
Attachement C, Titled, "Alternate Work Schedules." The proposed order
combines the current flexitour and compressed workweek progam into a single
comprehensive document and updates them in accordance with changes in the Law.

Summarz

As you indicated on January 30, 1985, one of the major internal control
weaknesses identified by Region V was the loss of productivity due to
compressed workweek and flexitour work schedules. Based on comments received
from Mr. Adamkus' memorandum of November 26, 1984, and my memorandum of

March 12, 1985, these perceptions are shared by the majority of those who
chose to comment. With regard to assessing compliance with Mr. Adamkus'
memorandum's provision requiring assignment of "acting supervisors," we
detected considerable criticism of the concept and presume that it is not
being enforced unilaterally within the region, as most managers who responded
to us either did not comment on whether or not they were in compliance, or
else they expressed considerable dissatisfaction with the policy.

Concerning the results and recommended changes, it appears that there is
Tittle support for terminating the AWS programs, yet there is considerable
support for making changes and modifications. In consonance with those
recommendations, we have drafted a proposed order which should make 1ife
easier for most of the managers who expressed concerns to us. And finally,
there is the subject of whether or not Region V should consider a PAB study
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on productivity and service to the public under AWS. 1 recommend that the
Region hold the final decision on a Region-Wide study in obeyance until

after final legislation is enacted in July 1985, as there could be significant
changes in the law that could affect our programs. Notwithstanding the
possibility of significant legislative changes, I recommend that the Region
proceed with conducting a study of selected work units to determine whether

a larger Region-wide study should be made. 1If the limited review reveals
problems, then I believe we should conduct a broader study after July 1985,

to ascertain the scope of the problems and use it as a basis to change the
direction of our AWS program.



The following are comments received from three Region V Managers who
responded to Mr. Adamkus' memorandum.

The first manager indicated that most of the work in his unit required
continuous interaction with his counterparts in Headquarters, other
Federal agencies, as well as State entities. He indicated that the
majority of his staff was currently on a compressed workweek although

few or none of the offices with which they dealt with on a regular basis
utilized such a schedule. He indicated that the implementation of the
compressed workweek contributed to the difficulty of his office providing
a full service and was thus inhibited from properly discharging its
responsibilities to its clients. He indicated further that it was his
firm opinion that an office such as his must operate full-time to adequately
serve the interest of EPA and its clients.

The manager pointed out as a separate issue that administering the compressed
work schedule system has proved difficult because it is susceptible to

abuse, i.e., long lunch hours, late arrival for work, and early departures.

He indicated close supervision of the system was difficult, if not impossible,
since a compressed workday often spans a 10-hour period.

The second manager commented on the Compressed Workweek Plan as well as the
flexitime schedule. She indicated that based on her experience, the
compressed workweek offers greater personal productivity but occasionally
compromises group productively. She stated there was no simple way to
measure which out weighs the other and, because the Compressed Workweek Plan
is perceived to be a tremendous employee benefit, felt that the Agency
should continue to support it. Her recommendation concerning the compressed
workweek policy was that the starting time should be no earlier than 7:00
a.m. although she did not offer specific reasons for the recommendation.

She indicated she supported retaining the Flexible Work Schedule but
recommended that the hours for starting and quiting times be reduced.
Currently, the standard starting time and quiting time is 8:15 a.m. and
4:45 p.m. respectively. She recommended that employees be allowed to
flex these times by 45 minutes on either end of the standard scheduie,
this would mean that people could start work as early as 7:30 a.m., or
stay as late as 5:30 p.m. This change, she felt, would still accommodate
varying commuter schedules but would make supervision easier where it was
a problem because it increases the time employees are in the office with
direct supervision. Additionally, she felt it would enhance group pro-
ductivity because more people would be present in the office at the same
time, which makes interaction and coordination easier and it gives those
who 1ike to start early, and those who prefer to stay late, equal consider-
ation because the amount of flexitime allowed in the morning and in the
evening would be the same.

The last manager provided what he emphasized to be his own personal

comments on the Flexible Work Schedule Program. He indicated that the
comments where strictly his opinion and not reflective of those of his
position within the Agency. He stated that the purpose of the Flexible

Work Schedule Program is to "improve productivity in the Federal Government
and provide greater service to the public." He stated that, based on his
personal experience, he felt that if these two purposes were truly evaluated,
the evidence would overwhelmingly support the fact that overall productivity
significantly decreases and that service to the public deterjorates.
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He felt the only thing resulting from the program was personal convenience
to the individual employees. In his opinion, that is clearly not the
criteria for finding the program acceptable.

The manager states that there are a group of employees that require
constant supervision, and unless closely monitored, will not perform a
day's work for a day's pay. He felt that this group of employees would
take advantage of the system and opted for a flexible work schedule

because they could arrive early and spend their time talking to relatives
on the telephone, reading the newspaper, and then pass the time socializing
until such time that their supervisors arrive. In order to control the
system, a senior staff person has to be assigned to the role of acting for
the supervisor in matters of time and attendance and this, in actuality,
does not work. He felt that people are reluctant to "report" their fellow
employees and they generally feel no responsibility to provide supervisory
functions when they are not supervisors. As a result, the system is abused
and it fails. He felt that productivity is definitely not enhanced under
the Flexible Work Schedule because employees waste time before a supervisor
arrives or after a supervisor leaves.

This manager also addressed the concept of service to the public. He

stated that with office hours starting as early as 6:00 or 6:30 a.m. the
public is not being served by those early arrivals. When the public trys

to obtain answers after 3:30 p.m., they find that key staff members are

gone for the day. He stated that, in a broader sense of service to the
public, it was nearly impossible to schedule trips, meetings, or conferences
on Mondays or Fridays or to hold meetings after 3:30 p.m. because of the
alternate work schedule.

This manager strongly urged that before Region V continues to utilize the
Alternative Work Schedule, we do a complete and thorough evaluation to
determine whether productivity is being improved and whether there is
greater service to the public. It was this manager's strong personal
belief that it was impossible to properly manage an Flexible Work Schedule
Program to the benefit of the Government with the result of improved
productivity and greater service to the public. He felt that the only
result of the Flexible Work Schedule was in personal convenience of those
taking advantage of it.

The Federal Employees Flexible and Compressed Work Schedules Act of 1982,
Codified as 5 USC 6120, was enacted because Congress felt that the use

of flexible and compressed schedules had the potential to improve
productivity in the Federal Government and provide greater services to

the public. We have recognized that, under certain circumstances, certain
work schedules may be detrimental to EPA's ability to accomplish its

mission efficiently and effectively and it is also entirely possible

that, in certain organizations within our Region, these programs have an
adverse agency impact. In such instances, supervisors have had the authority
to 1imit flexible and compressed workweek schedules.



3

Labor relations laws in the Federal sector define adverse agency impact
as: (1) A reduction in the productivity of the Agency; (2) a diminished
level of services furnished to the public by the Agency; (3) an increase
in the cost of Agency operations (other than reasonable administrative
costs relating to the process of establishing a flexible or compressed
schedule).

I draw these parallels between labor relations laws and the impact of
these programs upon EPA because several agencies have determined that
these programs have an adverse agency impact, and they do provide us with
a valid process for evaluation.

When a Federal agency and a recognized labor organization reach an impass
over an agency's determination not to establish a flexible or compressed
work schedule because of an adverse agency impact, 5 USC §6131 provides
for the Federal Service Impasses Panel to resolve the matter. To date,
the Federal Service Impasses Panel has issued only a handful of decisions
under §6131. Several of the cases provide insight into the criteria used
by agencies to determine if there has been adverse agency impact. There
are many parallels between the kinds of issues raised in the comments
referenced above, and the concerns on the part of other Federal agencies
who have had to bargain over the same issues with labor unions. Agencies
that have had to bargain over flexitime and alternative work schedules
have had to develop sufficient evidence to prove adverse agency impact.
For example, Department of the Army, Fort Rucker, Alabama v. Local 1815,
AFGE, case number 83 FSIP 45, (25 October 7983), invoived a union proposal
to consider a revised alternate schedule workplan for their Procurement
Division which essentially replaced a very similar plan discontinued by
the agency. Management opposed the union's proposal and was able to
introduce specific evidence concerning its backlog of orders, quality of
customer service, and Tevel of overtime costs. Management argued principally
that these problems result, in large part, from the fact that employees
work schedules did not coincide to a great enough degree with those of
contractors, customers, and other employees. The agency was able to back
up its arguments with testimony detailing with specific examples and
difficulties encountered under the former plan. The agency also introduced
evidence to establish that the backlog, customer complaints, and overtime
costs had all declined substantially when the former alternative work
schedule plan was discontinued. The Impasses Panel was persuaded by
these arguments, and upheld the agency's determination of adverse impact.
It is obvious, that the agency's prior unfavorable track record with an
alternative work schedule was a major element in the favorable outcome of
the case. From this particular case, the Agency reacted to factual
information rather than perception and speculation.

In considering further the comments provided by the three managers who
responded to Mr. Adamkus' memorandum, we must consider whether or not
these flexitime programs have achieved the results for which we were
looking when they were initiated. For example, the following is a list
of reasons many Federal agencies adopted and have continued flexitime
programs.



Reduction of absenteeism.

Reduction of tardiness.

Reduction of employee turnover.

Reduction of overtime.

Improved employee morale and satisfaction.

Improved internal coordination of jobs.

Gain flexibility in assigning employees to different jobs.
Allow for reduced work hours without laying off employees.
Make jobs more attractive for recruiting.

Improve commuting conditions for employees and surrounding
community.
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In assessing the Compressed Workweek and Flexible Work Schedule programs
we must, as a Region, determine whether we were able to measure the
reasons for the program. For example, one of the comments referenced by
one of the managers indicated that the only result of the Flexible Work
Schedule was personal convenience. It was his opinion that personal
convenience is a key factor, however, it should be factored out of the
evaluation process in such a way as to arrive at an objective analysis of
determining whether or not there was increased productivity and greater
service to the public. Adopting that philosophy ignores many significant
positive program attributes. For example, improving morale, commuting
conditions, and making jobs more attractive for recruiting purposes are
indeed important factors to be considered in an overall or even partial
evaluation of the program.

Management has many options to consider in dealing with these two programs.
While it would be difficult because of a lack of data/statistics to make

a definite recommendation concerning the future of these programs or
possible changes in them, there are alternatives and options available
which management should be aware of. First, we have the prerogative to
exempt certain positions or, for that matter, entire organizations, from
the Compressed Work Week and/or Flexible Work Schedule program. Secondly,
the existing regulations provide that each Branch Chief is responsible

for developing an overall plan of scheduled days off to ensure maximum
office coverage with a goal of at Teast 75% of the staff scheduled to

work on all workdays. Each Branch's plan is subject to approval by the
Division Director. In this context, Branch Chief's have the responsibility
for assuring adequate office coverage. Supervisors should be aware, due
to their unique characteristics, some positions do not fit well in these
programs and can be designated as exempt from them.

If it is determined that organizational efficiency of any work unit is
impaired by such a program the responsible Division or Office Director
could request, through the Regional Administrator and the Personnel
Branch, that his/her Division or Office be excluded from such programs.

An organization that is excluded from the program will return to a regular
tour of duty.

As Mr. Adamkus pointed out in his memorandum of November 26, 1984, the
success of these programs requires mutual cooperation on the part of all
supervisors and employees. While this memorandum did not generate a
large number of responses, the responses that were received deserved to
be given serious consideration. Some problems that are identified in
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one division may or may not surface in another division. Individual
divisions may want to conduct a self assessment of the benefits and
detriments of these programs and make decisions accordingly. Other
Federal agencies have reviewed their programs and have raised the same
issues and concerns, and have dealt with them in a number of different
ways. For example, some Federal agencies require each employee to annotate
a time sheet which documents their morning arrival time, their departure
and arrival to and from lunch, and their departure at the end of the
workday. It also captures the amount of leave/credit hours used, credit
hours earned and hours carried over from one pay period to the next.
While I am not necessarily advocating this approach, it is being used
successfully to correct some of the real or imagined abuses that have
been identified by those managers that have submitted comments to me.



ATTACHMENT B

The following are comments received from seven Region V managers who
responded to Personnel's memorandum of March 12, 1985.

The first manager indicated that his staff utilized both Flexible Work Schedules
and Compressed Workweek. He stated that the programs provided good office
coverage and recommended that no modifications should be made to the Region's
current policies.

The second manager commented that fiexitime policies should be changed to reduce
the breadth of the core hours, although he did not make a specific recommendation
as to the extent to which they should be reduced. With respect to the compressed
workweek program, he stated that it should be eliminated because it was too
difficult to:

a. schedule meetings,

b. rely on clerical help, and

c. obtain staff advice from management on important issues on an as needed
basis.

The third manager stated that he gets in before the early staff arrives and
leaves after the late ones have gone home, thus he supervised throughout the
extended workday. He stated that he was not a fan of the alternate work schedule
because of the supervisory problems, the loss of productivity over the 9 hour
day, and the observed fact that the 5 to 6 p.m. timefram is generally 90% non-
productive.

The fourth manager expressed support of the compressed workweek and flexitime,
and indicated the region should keep the programs while making minor changes.
He recommended that the core hours be changed, and suggested to 9:00 a.m. to
4:00 p.m. He also recommended that the earliest starting time should be 7:00
a.m., and the latest quitting time should be 5:30 p.m. He recommended these
changes because in his opinion, the Government does not get full advantage of
the employee's time because of a general lack of supervision and a tendency for
employees to catch up on their newspaper reading and make personal calls. He
feels that employees should not be permitted to work more than 30 minutes in
the morning or evening without supervision.

The fifth manager, a Division Director, expressed the personal view that the
compressed workweek is a flawed concept, but felt that it was a recognized
employee benefit that would be virtually impossible to retract. Therefore, he
intended to institute reasonable reforms in his division. He stated that the
jdea that nonsupervisory staff can be charged with overseeing peer staff conduct
in the absence of the supervisor is unworkable in practice. The major source

of the problem is that employees who need close supervision are in the office
for long periods of time without it. Further, he indicated that trying to
separate responsible employees from irresponsible ones generates incredible
stresses within the organization. He indicated he will alleviate the problem
somewhat by shortening the period of nonsupervision. To do so he will establish
a core period from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., and establish 7:00 a.m. and 5:30

p.m. as the earliest and latest arrival and departure times.

The sixth manager, a Deputy Division Director, commented that while they utilize
senior staffers as "acting supervisors” during the hours of the extended day,
its effectiveness has not been measured an it places an unreasonable burden on



2
a nonsupervisor to report on his/her peers.
The managers also indicated that it was the overwhelming opinion of his
division's managers and supervisors that the hours outside of the 7:30 a.m. to
5:30 p.m. timeframe are of no advantage to the Government, and that productivity
probably suffers.
Their evaluation of the AWS is as follows:

Positive Aspects

° Opportunity to accommodate the employee's personal needs
° At times, reduces the need for OT/CT.

Negative Aspects

Difficult to supervise

Increases possibility for errors in timekeeping and reporting.

Work hours do not coincide with normal business hours.

Further complicates scheduling of meetings, work and office coverage.
Increases the need for OT/CT when employee has to work on scheduled day off.
Deadlines may be missed.

Productivity may decrease.

o 0 0o 0 0 0 o

The manager indicated that, based on their own evaluation by supervisors and
managers, the AWS was not given a favorable review. He stated that he will ask
the Planning and Analysis Branch to perform the assessment for a non objective
evaluation.

The seventh manager, a Division Director, indicated that his supervisors were

aware of the need to designate employees to act in their absence during the

hours of the extended workday. It was his opinion that, with regard to the
Compressed Workweek and Alternate Work Schedule, the coordination and communication
problems between individuals and between (and within) organizations were
heightened. He felt that part of the problem could be resolved by simply
reestablishing the earliest starting time to 7:30 a.m.

In addition to his own comments, he provided the results of a brief survey
concerning the compressed workweek among his supervisors. The results of that
survey are as follows:

1. Your Work Schedule
a. Flexitime only (35%)
b. Compressed Workweek (CWW) (65%)

2. Did you participate in CWW at the beginning but later drop out?

a. Yes (10%)
b. No (90%)

3. Did you choose not to participate in CWW at first but later change your
schedule from flexitime to CWW?



a. Yes (29%)
b. No (71%)

4, Since CWW began, coordination between my work unit and other units has
been:

a. Enhanced ( 6%)
b. No change (67%)
¢. Hindered (27%)

5. Under CWW, my immediate work unit meets its deadlines:

a. More frequently (19%)
b. No change (78%)
c. Less frequently ( 3%2)

6. In general, how would you rate your unit's service to the States and public
since the start of CWW?

a. Better (39%)
b. No Change (55%)
c. Worse ( 6%)

7. Because of CWW, contacts with individuals outside EPA are now:

a. More easily made (39%)
b. No change (48%)
c. More difficult (12%)

8. Because of CWW, contacts with individuals inside EPA, Region V are now:

a. More easily made (12%)
b. No change (48%)
c. More difficult (39%)

9. Would you prefer this Division to discontinue using CWW?

Yes (21%)
No. (79%)

[e g <]
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10. Please provide a summary of the work schedules your employees use (example attached

Excluding Including
Supervisors Supervisors
CWW (57%) (59%)

Flexitime (43%) (41%)
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IT.

Purpose: This Order describes policy on Alternative Work Schedules for Region V.

Policy: It is the policy of this Region to implement provisions of the Alternate
Work Schedules (AWS) programs in accordance with Public Law 97-221, The Federal
Employees Flexible and Compressed Work Schedules Act of 1982.

1

Employees will be permitted to select a starting time other than 8:15 a.m. by
working under a flexible work schedule or compressed workweek plan, provided:

a. Employee's immediate supervisor approves.

b. Each employee continues to meet his or her job commitment in performance
of duties and responsibilities.

¢. The Division or O0ffice Director determines operations and functions of
the work unit, productivity, service to the public and the mission of
the Region will not be impaired.

d. Employees request changes in their AWS tour no more frequently than
once per pay period for Flexible Schedules and once per quarter for
Cmpressed Workweek. Approved changes become effective on the first
Monday of the first full pay period following approval unless stated
otherwise by the approving supervisor.

e. Management reserves the right to terminate the AWS program in part or
in its entirety at anytime that it is determined that employees are
abusing the provisions of the program, productivity or quality of
work are declining, service to the public is hindered, or mission
accomplishment is being adversely affected.

ITI. Coverage. The AWS program is applicable to all full-time employees in Region V

Iv.

(incTuding Public Health Service Commissioned Officers) and to part-time employees
scheduled to work at least 16 hours per week. Temporary employees may be
included in the AWS program subject to approval of the immediate supervisor.

Responsibilities: The AWS program is designed to accommodate most employees,
however, 7t must have no adverse impact on Region V's ability to meet its
mission.

a. Regional Administrator.

(1) Reviews and approves or disapproves AWS requests for the Regional
Administrator's staff, and Division and Office Directors.

(2) Reviews and approves or disapproves Division and Office Director's
requests for termination of the AWS program within their functions.

b. Division Directors and Office Directors.

(1) Review and approve or disapprove AWS requests for all personnel
reporting directly to them.



c.

d.

2

(2) Are responsible for insuring that the AWS program does not inhibit
accomplishment of the mission, cause delays in accomplishment of
assigned duties and tasks, or hinder productivity or service to the
and tasks, or hinder productivity or service to the public.

(3) Assure that all subordinate supervisors are aware of their
responsibilities under the AWS program.

Branch, Section, or Unit Chiefs.

(1) Assures that there is adequate office coverage each work day.
The goal is to have at least 75% of staff scheduled to work on
all work days.

(2) Reviews and approves or disapproves AWS requests for all personnel
reporting directly to them.

(3) Assures that accurate records are maintained covering time and
attendance of employees.

(4) Assures that the Branch, Section or Unit operation is not impaired
as a result of approving AWS requests.

Emgloxees.

(1) Prepare and submit EPA Region V Form RV 3110.1, Request of Flexible
Hours or Compressed Schedule for Compressed Workweek form if they
desire to take part in the AWS program.

(2) Employees are responsible for adhering to their AWS schedules as
approved in advance by their supervisors.

(3) Employees are responsible for assuring that the quality and quantity
of work are maintained.

V. General Provisions.

a.

A11 employees are required to work the core hours of 9:00 a.m. to
4:00 p.m., which includes a minimum lunch period of 30 minutes.

Lunch periods will not begin prior to 11:00 a.m., nor end after 2:00
p.m., and can be 30, 45, or 60 minutes.

Compressed Workweek: EPA Region V will be open five days a week

Monday through Friday. Employees utilizing a compressed workweek
are not permitted to start work earlier than 7:00 a.m., and are not
permitted to work later than 5:30 p.m. The compressed workweek
schedule compresses 80 hours of work into nine days of scheduled
work every pay period. This means one week per pay period of five
days, the other week of four days. Eight of the days are nine-hour
days, and one day is eight hours. Each employee must secure their
supervisor's approval of the intended schedule before they begin to
work under it.
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Part-time employees (those working from 16 to 32 hours per week) are
allowed to work compressed workweek with approval of their supervisors.

Flexible Schedule: Employees who wish to work a tour of duty other
other than that of 8:15 a.m. to 4:45 p.m., must submit a request to
their supervisor for approval of their schedule. Flexible work
schedules will involve a set tour of eight hours of work per day.

Core hours and lunch hours are the same as those identified in a.

and b. above. Core hours must be worked. An employee is not permitted
to start work before 7:00 a.m. and is not permitted to start work
later than 9:00 a.m. Employees are not permitted to leave before

4:00 p.m., or later than 5:30 p.m. For example, an employee arrives
(on a scheduled tour) at 7:30 a.m., takes 30 minutes for lunch, and
goes home at 4:00 p.m.. Eight hours of work is required to be
performed each day, employees cannot work six hours one day and ten
hours the next. Employees are required to take a minimum lunch

period of 30 minutes. When it is necessary to make a temporary
adjustment to an employee's flexible tour schedule, the supervisor
should explain in specific terms and in writing why, and how long

the flexible tour will be modified, not less than 1 working day

prior to such adjustment. Emergency situations will not require prior
written notice by the supervisor. Please not that part-time employees
as identified in ¢ above may take part in flexible schedules, with

the approval of their supervisor.

Under c. and d. above, a supervisor can change the tour of duty of
the employee to conform with hours of training or other particular cases.

Absences and Leave Under Compressed Workweek

a.

Holidays - Full-time employees.

When a holiday falls on one of the full-time employee's regularly
scheduled workdays, the employee will be credited with Holiday Leave
for the number of hours he/she was scheduled to work that day. When
a employee has three consecutive non-workdays off (Friday, Saturday &
Sunday) and a holiday falls on the employee's first or second non-
workday, (Friday or Saturday) the preceding workday (Thursday) shall
be designated as the "in lieu of holiday." When the holiday falls on
the third non-workday, (Sunday) the next workday (Monday) shall be
designated as the "“in lieu of holiday." When an employee's designated
day off is Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday and a holiday falls on that
day, the employee will be allowed either the day before or the day
following as an "in lieu of holiday," subject to supervisor's prior
approval.

. Holidays - Part-time Employees.

A1l preselected schedules for part-time employees will serve as the
individual tour of duty in determining holiday and leave hours for
part-time employees.

When a holiday falls on one of the part-time employee's regularly
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scheduled workdays, the employee will be credited with holiday leave
for the number of hours he/she is scheduled to work that day (not to
exceed 8 hours). Part-time employees are not entitled to holiday

leave when a holiday falls on a day when they are not scheduled to work.

Scheduling Compressed Day Off.

Employees may request their day off, subject to management approval,
anytime during the bi-weekly pay period. The off day must be scheduled
in advance and, if approved, will be in effect for 3 months. It may be
changed only in the case of extenuating circumstances and with management
approval. The chosen day off must remain constant each pay period

for a full quarter, i.e., the same day every two weeks. For example,

any employee wishing to change their day off for the months of October,
November and December, should submit their request and receive approval
sometime in September. Supervisors can make changes in the tour of

duty and off day of the employee to conform to hours of training, appropriate
office coverage, or other particular cases.

Time off during an employee's scheduled workday must be charged to the
appropriate leave category. For example, an employee who takes one

day of annual or sick leave will be charged leave for the number of
hours he or she was scheduled to work that day, i.e., if the employee's
schedule calls for 9 hours of work, then 9 hours of leave must be
charged.
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COMPRESSED SCHEDULE FOR COMPRESSED WORKWEEK

To:
(Supervisor]

I request that under the Compressed Workweek Program the following days
and work hours be established as my tour of duty effective

WEEK 1 - MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY
START
STOP.
EEXK 2 MONDAY TUESDAY | WEDNESDAY TEURSDAY FRINDAY
START
STOP
Signature of Employee ' Date
1st Level Supervisor Date
Signature
approved disapproved
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REQUEST FOR FLEXIBLE HCURS

1Q:

(Supervisor)

I request that my work hours te established from

to daily. I request that my lunch hour e

(30, 45, or 80) minutas in length.

Employes Signaturs Cate

(: 7 Approved
/] Cisaporoved

immediate Sugerviscr Cata

Reasen for Cisapecrgval:




